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Abstract 


The focus of this thesis is on lay explanations of social phenomena. Specifically, 
the thesis describes and discusses how causal interpretations of poverty change over 
time and vary among social groupings. It is an attempt to understand how such variations 
in causal attribution occur. 

As a point of departure, it is argued that conventional social psychological 
research on causal attribution is too restrictive in its theoretical perspective and in the 
range of attribution behaviors it studies. As a result, the dominant psychological model 
that has been proposed to describe attribution behaviors - a logical information 
processing model — is at best a limited one. In order to broaden the scope of attribution 
research, we study how lay people explain generalized social phenomena instead of 
discrete behavioral episodes. We also propose an alternative theoretical perspective, the 
theory-dependent model of explanation, which sees attributions as largely informed by 
or grounded in the attributors’ a pr/or/ theories, i.e., their preexisting knowledge, cultural 
norms, and socially shared beliefs and orientations. To pursue this theoretical formulation 
one step further, it is suggested that a pr/or/ theories are not isolated cognitive elements 
and could, in turn, be related to their structural determinants. This analytical approach 
implies that attributions must be understood in terms of the attributor’s existential basis, 
and that the relationship between social reality and explanation is mediated by the 
attributor’s a pr/or/ theories. 

Two analytical tasks are performed to test this proposition: a longitudinal analysis 
and a cross-sectional analysis. The former examines variations in the explanation of 
poverty over time. The latter studies attributional variations among diverse social 
groupings. In both cases, variations in causal attribution are examined in relation to 
structural and ideological differences. 

The longitudinal analysis traces how explanations of poverty evolved over time 
from the Middle Ages to the Great Depression. It is shown that each major historical 
period had a distinctive pattern of causal attributions with respect to poverty. The shifts 
in the way economic dependency was causally understood are found to be related to 


structural transformations and attendant ideological changes. 
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The cross-sectional analysis is based on data from the 1972 American National 
Election Study. The contemporary American social structure is represented by six 
identified groups: professionals, proprietors and farmers, upper working class, blacks, 
Southern working class, and college students. Statistical tests show that individuals who 
are differentially located in the social structure tend to espouse dissimilar ideological 
perspectives and are inclined to explain poverty differently. In addition, the relationship 
between social structure and explanations of poverty is largely mediated by ideological 
beliefs. 

The weaknesses and contributions of the study are discussed. It is maintained that 
although the substantive content of the analysis is poverty, the study has broader 
theoretical implications. In particular, it provides considerable empirical support for the 
theory—dependent model of causal attribution and shows that explanations of social 


phenomena can only be adequately understood in their proper social contexts. 
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l. INTRODUCTION 


The utility of the causal principle was severely questioned during the first half of the 
present century as the result of two main trends of intellectual thought: the criticism of 
empiricist philosophers and the growing use in science of statistical and stochastic 
models. Some philosophers and scientists, e.g., Russell and Eddington, went as far as to 
suggest that the concept of causality had outlived its utility and that it no longer served 
any useful purpose in scientific discourse. lt was proposed that laws and mathematical 
functions would take the place of causal thinking. But, as Bunge (1961) has pointed out 
years later, contemporary science has not displaced causality in the name of law. 
Similarly, recognition of the stochastic nature of all macroscopic laws has not led us to 
believe in uncaused events. It has merely shown that not all relations are causal ones. 
Toulmin (1970) has also noted that "the question of reasons and causes is still very much 
alive today. It arises as an analytical problem in Aone as a methodological problem 
in psychology, and in neurophysiology as a source of paradox’ (p. 2). 

The idea of causation is equally important and pervasive in everyday human 
activities. Explanation, in its most general form, !s a ubiquitous behavior. We seek to 
understand why events occur and why they occur the way they do. We impute motives 
and intentions to others’ behaviors. We explain to others our own actions. We rationalize, 
justify, defend, and make excuses. Although there are subtle differences in these types 
of behavior, they are manifestations of the same psychological process, ie, the 
attribution of causes to happenings and phenomena. Intended to answer the question 
"Why?", they are attempts to make sense out of seemingly random events by relating 
them to prior occurrences and conditions, both real and unreal. 

The range of attribution behaviors is wide. The somewhat vacuous explanations 
given to an inquisitive four-year old boy are causal attributions. So are the highly 
complex arguments given by a defence lawyer on behalf of the accused. Regardless of 
the degree of sophistication in the way causal attributions are made, they are important 
behaviors. They are important not only because they are pervasive, but also because they 


themselves could be the determinants of other behaviors. Our reactions toward others 
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often depend on the motives we impute to their actions. Radical behavioralists even 
suggest that we often behave according to our interpretations of our prior behaviors or 
emotional state (see, eg. Bem, 1967; Schachter and Singer, 1962). Policy makers 
formulate policies on the basis of the causes they assign to certain problems. This is why 
the study of attribution behavior has become a major area of research in social 
psychology. Attribution theorists seek to study how ordinary individuals understand their 
social world in a causal manner, the nature of the explanations, and the factors that 


determine the explanations. 


PURPOSE OF THE STUDY 


Similar to other attribution studies, the present study is an attempt to understand 
the nature of explanation, to examine why people explain social phenomena the way they 
do. It differs from most other studies in that it examines an area of explanation that is 
often neglected by social psychologists and it proposes a new perspective in 
understanding how causal attributions are made. The point of departure is the recognition 
that there are different kinds of explanation —- explanations made in different situations 
and for different purposes, and that there are many determinants of how explanations 
are made. The current state of attribution research is criticized for being too narrow in 
its focus. Social psychologists tend to concentrate on explanations of a single act or 
event, often elicited in a contrived experimental setting. In order to comprehend 
explanations, social psychologists tend to examine the cognitive processes of the 
subjects, particularly how they logically process information. While such research 
activities have been successful in advancing our understanding of the attribution process, 
the success is, at best, a partial one because of the restrictive nature of the research and 
the theoretical perspective. The present study attempts to fill some of these gaps by 
moving into a relatively uncharted territory. 

This study focuses on a type of explanation that has attracted little attention from 
social psychologists - explanations of generalized social phenomena. |n particular, our 


interest is in how individuals explain poverty. The phenomenon is generalized in the sense 
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that we are not interested in why a certain individual is poor, but why poverty exists in 
society. In other words, we are interested in the causes of poverty in general. People are 
often called upon to explain generalized phenomena. They may be asked to explain not 
just World War | but wars in general. Individuals may be interested not only in the cause 
of death of a young native person, they may also be interested in why the native 
population have an abnormally high mortality rate. In fact, most scientific explanations are 
explanations of generalized phenomena People’s understanding of generalized 
phenomena is interesting because it often represents a synthesis of countless individual 
experiences or an inference from a particular event to events in general. As such, it 
presents special challenges to attribution theorists because the attribution process for 
generalized phenomena may be different than that for individual episodes. 

It is the argument of this study that attribution is not an isolated cognition, 
unrelated to other cognitive elements. On the contrary, it is believed that explanations, 
particularly of significant social phenomena, are informed by one's beliefs and values. In 
other words, they tend to be part and parcel of one’s subjective stock of knowledge. 
The interrelated cognitive elements in the subjective stock of knowledge which provide 
the basis for generating causal attributions form an @ priori theory (Nisbett and Ross, 
1980) or a vocabulary of motives (Burke, 1954). Since a person's subjective stock of 
knowledge is, to a large extent, socially determined, the study of attribution can be 
pursued one step further by analyzing its structural determinants. The adoption of this 
analytical approach allows us to bring social psychology and sociology more closely 
together. It is our belief that sociology has a unique contribution to make in the study of 
cuasal attribution. Particularly relevant is the sociology of knowledge which seeks to 
understand the social and existential basis of both theoretical knowledge and 
common-sense everyday knowledge (Schutz and Luckmann, 1973). It is argued that 
attribution behavior is not merely an intrapsychic phenomenon, it is also a_ social 
phenomenon. Thus, a theory of attribution will not be complete without taking into 
account the effects of broader social forces and processes. 

The overall purpose of this study is to examine how the effects-of social forces 
and processes can be incorporated within a suitably expanded theory of attribution 


regarding generalized phenomena, such as poverty. It is argued that prevailing ideological 
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beliefs about human nature and social organization shape the manner in which people 
attribute the existence of poverty in society to particular causes and thereby explain its 
existence. Such beliefs are, in turn, portrayed as products of the structural organization 
of a society. Thus, ideological beliefs, in the form of an a priori theory, mediate the 
relationship between causal attributions and their social structural determinants. The main 
focus of the study is an examination of the relationships among these three factors. 

The title of this thesis is "Explaining Poverty.” The substantive content of analysis 
is poverty. But the emphasis is on “explaining,” not on “poverty.” The topic to be explained 
could have been peace, prosperity, or political corruption. Poverty was chosen as the 
substantive area mainly because of the availability of data and the author’s familiarity with 
this area of research. Therefore, the purpose of this study is not to locate the real’ 
cause(s) of poverty or to evaluate the adequacy and validity of the explanations offered. 
The objective is to understand the act of explaining. What is to be explained is incidental. 

A few words about the substantive content are also in order. Poverty can be 
defined as a condition of not being able to maintain an adequate level of living, the level 
considered necessary at a particular time and in a particular society. However, it is not an 
unambiguously recognized condition. Where one draws the "poverty line” is at best 
arbitrary, and the definition of poverty tends to shift from time to time and to vary from 
one society to another. There may not even be a consensus among various social 
collectivities within the same society. Neither the historical data nor the survey data used 
in the latter part of this thesis explicitly define the “poverty line.” The definitions of 
poverty are taken for granted. Since the intent of the present study is not to uncover the 
real’ causes of economic deprivation but to examine lay explanations for what is seen as 
poverty, the absence of a uniform definition of poverty is not deemed crucial. 

This study consists of two empirical analyses. The first one is a historical analysis, 
tracing the changes in the way poverty has been explained and discussing why such 
changes took place. The second is a statistical analysis of survey data It examines how 
population groups that are differentially located in the contemporary American social 
structure explain poverty differently. While the former is a longitudinal analysis with 
temporal differences as its focus, the latter is a cross-sectional analysis with social 


differentiation as its focal point. Although the two analyses appear to be very dissimilar, 
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both in substance and in methodology, they, in fact, can be seen # complementary 
analyses having the same objective. In the longitudinal analysis, the variation is over time; 
in the cross-sectional analysis, the variation is between population groups. In both cases, 
the intent is to account for variations in explanation in terms of ideology and social 
structure. It has been said that most survey analysis lacks a historical context or a 
temporal dimension. On the other hand, historical analysis often lacks precision and the 
ability to generalize. Yet, if used together, these two approaches can support one 
another. In addition, if the hypotheses posited in this study are borne out in both cases, 


the theory should receive added empirical support. 


ORGANIZATION OF THE THES!IS 


Chapter Il presents a critical review of major studies on attribution theory and the 
formulation of an alternative theoretical perspective on attribution behavior. On the basis 
of this theoretical perspective, a set of hypotheses are generated which stipulate the 
relationships between social structure, ideology, and the explanation of poverty. The 
empirical testing of these general hypotheses is reported in Chapters Ill — Vil. Chapters Ill 
and IV form the first part of the empirical analysis —.the longitudinal analysis. The main 
focus of this historical study is on the American experience. However, in order to 
provide a wider perspective, the analysis is extended to include a brief review of 
explanations of poverty both during the Middle Ages and in England from the fifteenth to 
the mid-eighteenth century. The Middle Ages and the early modern period in England are 
examined in Chapter Ill The American experience is discussed in Chapter IV in four 
sections which deal with, respectively, the colonial era, the period from the Revolution to 
the Civil War, the period from the Civil War to the 1920's, and the Depression era. !n 
each period, the structural influence, the ideological influence, and the modes of 
explanation employed are discussed in turn. 

The next three chapters constitute the second part of the empirical analysis — the 
cross-sectional analysis. More specifically, Chapter V reviews a number of pertinent 


studies, discusses a strategy for testing the general hypotheses, and formulates a set of 
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specific hypotheses for statistical testing. Chapter V! discusses the nature of the data, 
the sample, and the statistical techniques that will be used for the survey data analysis. 
The results of that statistical analysis are presented and discussed in Chapter VII. Chapter 
Vill summarizes the theoretical issues and empirical findings. A discussion was also made 
on the limitations and contributions of the study. Finally, suggestions are made regarding a 


number of research areas for further investigation. 
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Hl. THE NATURE OF EXPLANATION 


The idea of causality is deeply entrenched in our daily lives. We tend to search for 
motivating forces for most of our actions and other people's behaviors. Kemeny (1959) 
has speculated that the search for causal laws is a reflection of our subconscious 
tendency to recreate the universe in our image. Similarly, Heider (1958b) has argued that 
we seek to fit our daily experiences into an interpretive framework which renders them 
meaningful and predictable. To this end, we impute dispositional qualities and causal 
connections to social reality. Such causal interpretations provide an efficient means to 
structure and comprehend the social world. Thus, causal thinking appears to be an 


ubiquitous phenomenon in our daily lives. 


ATTRIBUTION THEORY: REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 


Social psychologists have realized that to understand human behavior, they may 
do well to consider man's belief about causality and his way of making causal inferences. 
This is the basic concern of attribution theory. Attribution theory is interested in how lay 
persons explain social phenomena and the psychological process of causal inference. In 
short, it is the study of the cause-effect analysis of social phenomena made by the 
average person in everyday situations. 

It is generally agreed that Fritz Heider is the pioneer in the area of attribution 
research. His seminal work on the imputation of intention and the making of dispositional 
attributions by "naive psychologists” (i.e., ordinary people attempting to make sense out 
of social phenomena) has paved the way for later, more elaborate analyses of the 
attribution process. The more important theoretical formulations include Jones and 
Davis's (1965) correspondent inference theory, Kelley's (1967, 1971, 1972) principle of 
covariance, and Ajzen and Fishbein's (1975) Bayesian model of causal attribution. Most of 
the more important theoretical accounts of the attribution process can be grouped under 


what Maselli and Altrocchi (1969) call the "Inference model,” in which attribution is seen 
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as a stepwise, logical processing of information cues. This dominant model of attribution 
analysis employs the analogy of the attributor as a naive information processor, a naive 
scientist, or a naive statistician. 

In formulating his attribution theory, Heider derives much insight from Brunswik’s 
lens model of perception. The attribution process, according to Heider (1958a, b), may be 
conceptualized as consisting of two separate phases: the selection of cues from the 
. information provided and the making of causal inferences from these cues. The selection 
and integration of informational cues are analogous to Brunswik’s perceptual processes. 
Just as the perceiving individual must coordinate the highly variable perceptual cues in the 
proximal representation to infer the relatively stable objects that give rise to them, the 
attributor must organize information cues in order to infer the more stable factors (the 
"“causes’) that generate them. Heider's formulation of the attribution process is essentially 
an information processing approach. 

Similarly, Jones and Davis's (1965) correspondent inference theory is built on a 
rational, logical inference model. The authors concern themselves mainly with attribution 
to the person (the attributor himself or another actor) and with the establishment of the 
cause for a single behavior episode. Their main objective is to determine how confidently 
the cause of an act can be attributed to an uweier lying disposition. An inference is said to 
be highly correspondent if a perceiver has high degree of certainty that the actor's 
behavior reflects an underlying disposition. As Jones and McGillis (1976) have pointed 
out, the correspondent inference theory presents a logical calculus, in terms of which 
accurate inferences could be made by an alert attributor, weighing various factors such 
as knowledge, ability, noncommon effects, and prior probability. 

Unlike the correspondent inference theory, Kelley's (1967, 1971, S72 
covariance principle is designed to provide global attributions either to the actor, the 
stimulus, or the circumstance in which the behavior occurs. In his analysis, Kelley 
distinguishes between situations in which ample information concerning the behavior in 
question is available and situations in which only sparse information is present. In the 
former situation, Kelley postulates that the attributor employs the covariance principle, 
which resembles J. S. Mill's method of difference in making causal inferences. The 


covariance principle involves a multidimensional matrix of information: distinctiveness, 
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consensus, consistency over time, and consistency over modality. The distinctiveness 
dimension refers to whether the actor reacts to other stimuli in a similar or different 
manner. The consensus dimension refers to whether or not the same response is emitted. 
by other persons in the presence of the same stimulus. The consistency over time 
dimension refers to whether the responses of the actor to the same stimulus vary over 
time. The consistency over modality dimension concerns whether the actor responds to 
the stimulus irrespective of the circumstances in which the stimulus occurs. According to 
this approach, causal inference is attained through the observation of covariations among 
variables. 

If the naive psychologist has a single datum, Kelley suggests that the attributor will 
rely on what he refers to as “causal schemata.” A causal schema is a general conception 
about how certain kinds of causes interact to produce a specific kind of effect. It refers 
to an abstract, content-free notion of formal relations among causes and effects 
(Nisbett and Ross, 1980). In statistical parlance, a causal schema is an assumed pattern of 
data in a complete analysis—of-variance framework. It is within this assumed 
configuration of data that the single observation is fitted and interpreted. To Kelley, an 
attributor is basically a naive statistician who must deal with a wealth of information in a 
manner analogous to the analysis of variance in order to identify the cause(s) of a 
behavior. 

Two other theorists also treat the attributor as a naive statistician. Ajzen and 
Fishbein (1975) have postulated a Bayesian model of causal attribution. Individuals make 
causal attributions on the basis of information about an actor's behavior. Ajzen and 
Fishbein conceptualize attribution tasks in terms of Bayes’ theorem which specifies 
optimal revision of beliefs in light of new information. According to this model, the 
amount of change in a given hypothesis is a function of the diagnostic value of the new 
item of information (i.e., of the likelihood ratio). The application of Bayes’ theorem to 
causal attribution implies rationality and objectivity in the processing of information by 
the attributor. 

On the basis of the above review, it is apparent that most of the major theoretical 
formulations on the attribution process see the act of explaining social phenomena as 


essentially a rational, logical processing of information. It is not that all causal inferences 
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thus obtained are correct and unproblematic; attribution researchers are the first to admit 
the existence of attributional biases and misattributions (see Ross, 1978). But these are 
generally regarded as the consequences of inexperienced attributors not following the 
proper attributional rules and procedures, and of attributors being influenced by their 
personality traits (e.g., internal or external locus of control), succumbing to their 
ego-—defensiveness and their love and hate, directing their attention to the wrong focus, 
etc. In other words, these are attributional anomalies that can be dealt with by making 
theoretical allowances or by expanding the theory to take into account the disturbance 
factors. Ajzen and Fishbein (1975), for instance, have proposed to treat attributional 


biases as factors influencing the likelihood ratio in Bayes’ theorem. 


CRITIQUE OF ATTRIBUTION THEORY 


The inference model, which has generated a phenomenal amount of empirical 
research and has shaped the major theoretical formulations on attribution behavior, is 
also the source of some of the problems facing this area of research. Do individuals 
inevitably go through a lengthy, laborious process of information selection, weighing of 
cues, and logical deduction whenever they have to make an explanation? Do persons 
typically employ Kelley's “analysis of variance’ strategy or Jones and Davis's 
"action-attribute paradigm’ approach to come up with an explanation for a social 
phenomenon? Attribution theorists would like us to believe so. As Kruglanski et al. (1978) 
have indicated, "(a) fundamental assumption of attribution theory is that naive 
epistemology is similar in crucial respects to scientific epistemology... This means that 
the lay person's epistemic encounters with the world are basically rational, although 
psychological biases may exist and introduce distortions into the process” (p. 299). 
Similarly, Ross (1978) has observed that one of the objectives of attribution theory has 
been the demonstration that, by and large, attributors follow the dictates of logical 
models in drawing inferences, assessing Causes, and making predictions. 

However, murmurs of doubt are becoming more and more audible. The logical 


information processing model is being challenged on empirical and theoretical grounds. 
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Notwithstanding his formulation of the Bayesian model of causal attribution, Ajzen has 
questioned the assumption that individuals employ sophisticated information processing 
strategies to predict and explain human behavior. Instead, Ajzen(1977) suggests that 
individuals tend to rely on rather simple intuitive heuristics in making their judgments. 
Intuitive heuristics are intuitive causal theories of events that guide the use of information 
for purposes of prediction and explanation. Ajzen’s experiments show that subjects 
ignore certain information, including valid population base-rate information, and utilize 
only those items of information that can be incorporated within their intuitive theories of 
cause and effect. 

More recently, Semin (1980) has raised stronger objections to the established 
mode of attribution research. He has maintained that the meaningful conduct of everyday 
life is based on the existence of common, known-to-all rule systems and a complex 
heritage of preinterpreted experiences. These rule systems and preinterpreted 
experiences, which are generally subsumable under the name of culture or custom, 
provide individuals in their daily lives with intersubjective guidelines to interpret events 
and behaviors. Therefore, if the object of social psychology is to understand how social 
explanations take place, it is imperative to study the nature and structure of this common 
stock of knowledge that is culture-bound and historical in nature. However, it is precisely 
these rules, conventions, and knowledge elements that attribution theory tends to ignore. 
Instead, attribution theorists construct a statistical model of man and assume that 
individuals make their causal attributions in a systematic and logical manner. 

Nisbett and Ross (1980) have amassed a wealth of empirical information that 
challenges some major assumptions of conventional attribution research. Attribution 
theorists have been guided in their research by normative models of causal analysis, the 
most important and popular of which is Kelley's ANOVA paradigm. This normative model 
requires that individuals respond to each of the .three dimensions (distinctiveness, 
consistency, and consensus) in making causal inferences. But there is impressive evidence 
that individuals more often than not deviate from such normative standards of inference. 
Nisbett and Ross point out that causal inferences that conform to normative standards 
are generally produced by impoverished stimulus materials that have been summarized 


for subjects in advance by experimenters. This research strategy, the authors argue, 
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seems certain to inflate attributors’ abilities to make rational and logical causal analysis in 
their everyday experience. Nisbett and Ross show that, in reality, individuals tend not to 
be expert naive statisticians and are poor at detecting covariations among events. Instead, 
the authors emphasize the importance of knowledge structures and prior theories in 
guiding causal analysis. Preexisting knowledge structures contain a person's beliefs, 
theories, and preconceptions about the world, which provide the basis for interpreting 
and assimilating new experiences and making causal inferences. They cite empirical 
studies to show that covariation assessments are more influenced by prior theories of 
expected covariation than by actual data configurations. Similarly, individuals’ 
characterizations of themselves and their labelling of their emotional states are heavily 
based on prior theories and socially transmitted preconceptions about which antecedents 
produce which effects. Unfortunately, as Nisbett and Ross have noted, "(there) has been 
surprisingly little research on these beliefs and theories shared by the mass of people in 
our culture” (p. 30). 

Conventional attribution theory is further challenged by Lalljee (1981) who has 
argued that the inductivist and information processing approach advocated by Heider and 
Kelley is, at best, a limited model. The author suggests that in most instances, attributors 
make causal inferences on the basis of hypothesis-testing rather than information 
gathering. An attributor usually has in advance a set of hypotheses about why an event 
occurred from the time he approaches the event. Rather than engaging in an inductivist 
search along the lines proposed by Kelley, the attributor tends to look for specific items 
of information to distinguish between his hypotheses, many of which embody culturally 
shared theories about the event. Only when the attributor has no adequate cultural theory 
for the event will he conduct an in-depth analysis along dimensions of consensus, 
consistency, and distinctiveness. Since many of the hypotheses are culturally derived, the 
relevance of historical and cultural contexts is of particular importance for the study of 
explanations. Different cultures not only have different sorts of explanations available for 
use, they construe the world and man in different ways. Thus, Lalljee advocates the 
shifting of focus from the exclusively "intra~personal processes’ of conventional 
attribution research to a wider perspective that includes the analysis of the historical, 


social, cultural, and interpersonal contexts. 
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Two common themes run through these authors’ criticisms of attribution theory. 
Firstly, their critiques aim at the overly rational inference model. It is not that individuals 
do not process vital information or are not capable of reasoning coherently when they 
are called upon to explain social phenomena. The argument is that the inference model is 
not the only model; and alternatives are available to individuals who are required to 
comprehend the social world. In fact, it is quite possible that in their everyday lives, 
individuals prefer to follow simpler attributional rules or even avoid making causal 
attributions most of the time. Therefore, the problem is not the veridicality of the 
inference model. The problem is its typicality. 

Secondly, Ajzen, Semin, Nisbett and Ross, and Lalljee refer to the fact that the 
making of an explanation is facilitated by the existence of intuitive causal theories, 
preconceptions, cultural norms, customs, belief systems, and a common stock of 
knowledge, which help the selection and utilization of information, and provide 
intersubjectively meaningful interpretations of everyday reality. For the sake of 
convenience, we shall, following Nisbett and Ross (1980), call these facilitating factors a 
priori theories. They are preexisting theoretical framework from which causal 
attributions can be derived. More will be said about this in the following section. 

Other criticisms can be offered. Social psychologists have tended to focus on a 
narrow range of attribution behaviors. As Lau and Russell (1980), among others, have 
shown, most attribution research asks some captive population (typically psychology 
undergraduates) to give causal explanations for their own or other persons’ behaviors in 
hypothetical or fairly trivial situations. The need to achieve experimental control partly 
accounts for this style of research. But, in order to attain experimental control, the scope 
of attribution research is severely restricted. Hardly any attempt has been made to go 
beyond the laboratory, to go beyond dealing with contrived issues in contrived settings. 
Needless to say, little effort has been made to see if the attributional rules identified in 
laboratories are in fact utilized in other domains of human activities. As a matter of fact, 
the over-emphasis on the information processing model by attribution theorists could be 
due to the very limited range of attribution behaviors they examine. 

Attribution researchers have generally failed to recognize the possibility that 


different realms of human concern may require different attributional rules and 
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procedures. Do politicians and physicists attribute in a similar manner? In what way do 
journalists’ explanations differ from those of jurists? Are the standards for evaluating the 
adequacy of attributions the same in different areas of human activity? Although very 
little research has been done in this area, there are some indications that universally 
accepted attributional rules may not exist. Collingwood (1940) pointed out that there are 
various kinds of talk about causation, each with its own appropriate analysis. He believed 
that causality is context-dependent. Similarly, Gorovitz (1965, 1969) has argued that as 
the objectives and procedures vary from one area of human concern to another, so will 
the principles guiding the process of making causal inferences, and so will the ways 
explanations are given. For instance, sometimes the task of making causal attribution is to 
single out one factor among a host of necessary conditions and to identify it as the 
cause of an event in order to assign legal responsibility or moral culpability. At other 
times, the task is to identify the entire set of conditions necessary for the occurrence of 
an event and to call these conditions the cause(s). This occurs when a more complete 
explanation is needed as in scientific investigation. In addition, in everyday social 
interaction, “accounts” are ritualistically offered to explain unexpected and untoward 
behaviors in order to smooth people’s dealings with one another (Scott and Lyman, 1968; 
Hewitt and Hall, 1973). Such ritualistic, routine explanations seem to be different in nature 
from other modes of explanation. 

Attribution theorists have also tended to overlook another major mode of 
attribution. In the typical attribution experiment, the subject is required to explain his own 
behavior or the behavior of another subject. Very rarely do social psychologists examine 
how individuals make attributions with respect to a class of events or behaviors as 
opposed to particular episodes. This is quite surprising in view of the frequency people 
are asked to explain generalized social phenomena. "Why do wars occur?” "Why do more 
and more marriages break up?” "Why is the economy going downhill?” These are some of 
the questions we encounter in our daily conversations, both serious and casual. It should 
be just as important to study how individuals explain the occurrence of wars as to 
examine how subjects attribute causes to X's performance in an experimental task. But 
apparently, attributions with respect to generalized social phenomena do not interest 


social psychologists or are beyond the capability of existing theoretical paradigms to 
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By failing to pay appropriate attention to explanations of generalized social 
phenomena, attribution researchers have overlooked a wealth of information on 
attribution behaviors collected and studied by sociologists, political scientists, public 
opinion pollsters, and historians of social thought. These people often examine how the 
public attributes causes to various critical social issues, such as crime, poverty, racial 
inequality, and economic and political problems. They compare social groupings with 
respect to how such problems are causally interpreted and study the changes over time 
in the way these problems are understood. - 

In sum, it has been argued that a major problem of attribution research is the very 
narrow focus it has set for itself. Although it claims to study how the average person, 
acting as a naive psychologist, explains social phenomena in his everyday life, it has 
overlooked important modes of attribution behavior. It has failed to examine the 
possibility that different sets of attributional rules and procedures are in use in diverse 
areas of human concern. It has constructed theoretical formulations based on a rational 
and logical model of information processing. These theoretical formulations have been 
successful in generating a vast amount of empirical research, but their typicality is in 
doubt. Critics have pointed out that, at best, they describe a restricted range of 


attribution behavior. 


AN ALTERNATIVE MODEL OF ATTRIBUTION 


The alternative model of explanation being proposed here is not intended to ~ 
replace the inference model of attribution postulated by social psychologists. Instead, the 
two are seen as complementary. They are probably suitable for explanation tasks of 
dissimilar nature and are useful under diverse circumstances for different purposes. As 
pointed out earlier, individuals may be asked to explain a discrete behavior episode, or 
they may be required to explain certain generalized social phenomena. In some cases, 
there is considerable background information, on the basis of which systematic 


inferences can be made; in other cases, no specific background information is available. 
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Similarly, it was pointed out that different domains of human concern may require the use 
of different attributional rules and procedures. Thus, it appears that a number of models 
are needed to describe attribution behaviors under a variety of circumstances. The model 
to be presented in this section, it is believed, is a more appropriate one for describing 
how the average person explains generalized social phenomena in everyday situations 
with little or no background information available. For the sake of simplicity, this model 
will be called the "theory-dependent model” of causal attribution. 

The point of departure in understanding lay explanations is people's desire to 
satisfy their curiosity, to provide answers, albeit not necessarily the best answers, to 
questions that bother them. Bridgman (1927), a physicist, has stated that the essence of 
explanation consists in reducing a situation to elements with which we are so familiar that 
we accept them as a matter of course, so that our curiosity rests. Similarly, Passmore 
(1962), a philosopher, considers explanations as attempts to resolve puzziements. A 
puzzling situation, according to Passmore, creates unexpectedness that interrupts the 
smoothness of our dealing with the world. An explanation, if accepted, gets us moving 
again. 

The. crucial question is: What kind of explanation can satisfy our curiosity and 
resolve our puzzlement? Passmore has maintained that everyday explanation has no 
logical form peculiar to it. However, he has identified three characteristics of a good 
explanation: intelligibility, adequacy, and correctness. At the everyday level, any 
explanation is intelligible provided that "it relies upon a familiar sort of connection” (p. 
112). In other words, we regard an explanation as intelligible if it refers to conditions that 
we know will most likely produce the given effect. In everyday life, we tend to accept an 
explanation as being adequate if it is intelligible; similarly, we tend to presume that an 
adequate explanation is a correct one. 

Both Bridgman and Passmore mention the word “familiar” in their discussions. It 
appears that "familiarity" is the key to understanding the nature of lay explanation. That is, 
causal connections must be so commonplace that they are taken for granted and do not 
require further explication. Causal linkages become intelligible if they are consistent with 
or subsumable under a familiar framework of interpretation or a commonly accepted 


theory of why and how events occur. Shope (1967) believes that our causal judgments 
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rely on a backlog of beliefs about what processes can take place and reflect our 
suppositions about the causal structure of the world These beliefs are seldom in a 
coherent, systematic form. They are more likely to constitute a natural part of our cultural 
tradition. } 

The theory-dependent nature of explanation has been given a more formalized 
treatment by Hanson (1955). He underscores the fact that a completely novel explanation 
is not possible. Explanations are deemed satisfactory only if they are 
"theory—impregnated.” Causes appear to be related to effects because they are 
connected by theories that are generally taken for granted, and not because the world is 
held together by a kind of “cosmic glue.” Thus, a cause-effect relationship becomes 
intelligible only against a comprehensive theory of some sort. This is true even in 
scientific explanation. As Kemeny (1959) has suggested, explanation amounts to 
demonstrating that the new fact we seek to explain fits into the general pattern of 
knowledge available to us. It is, in a sense, just what we would have expected. 

Examining how historians explain historical events will help us understand the 
nature of lay explanation. This is because the standards of a good explanation in history 
stand closer to those of everyday life than they do to those of physical science. ” 
Passmore (1962), as noted previously, has pointed out that at the everyday level, 
explanations are intelligible provided that they rely upon a "familiar sort of connection.” A 
historian's criteria of intelligibility are precisely those of the ordinary person. He employs 
only such modes of causal connection which are already familiar in everyday life. If a 


historian uses economic or psychological principles in his explanations of historical 


Other writers have expressed similar views. According to Berlin (1966), an explanation is 
made if the thing or event to be explained is seen to form part of the taken-for—granted 
reality: ”....to be active... is eo /pso to be engaged in a constant fitting of fragments of 
reality into a single all-embracing pattern that | assume to hold for others besides myself, 
and which | call reality. When, in fact, | am successful in this — when the fragments seem 
to me to fit — we call this an explanation...” (p. 37). Similarly, as Morgan (1975) has put it, 
".the quest for explanation is an attempt to impose order and coherence upon irregular, 
unpredictable and otherwise chaotic experiences and events. It is not however a social 
requirement that explanations should be demonstrably true; all that is required is that they 
should be accepted as true. In practice, this amounts to saying that they should be 
consistent with other socially shared assumptions and beliefs that represent 
regularity, order and sense’ (p. 279; emphasis added). 

2 


It should be noted that philosophers of history are still debating the nature of historical 
explanation and the covering law model. But a number of writers have put forth 
arguments on historical explanation which come close to the theory—dependent model of 


explanation. 
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events, this is only because he believes his readers are now well acquainted with these 
. modes of causal connection. A historian cannot explain in terms of a theoretical 
generalization until it no longer needs to be defended. In other words, historical 
explanation, like lay explanation, depends on a common stock of knowledge and on a 
priori theories, i.e, preexisting theories that are generally taken to be true. By using 
commonly accepted theories to bring together or subsume historical events, historians 
resolve our puzzlements and satisfy our curiosity. Likewise, Pinkard (1978) understands 
historical explanation in terms of its relations to its theoretical basis. According to him, to 
explain a historical occurrence is to integrate it within a coherent conceptual structure. 
More specifically, it is to "redescribe” the historical event in terms of some theory that 
provides a more coherent understanding of the matter under investigation. Historical 
explanation can therefore be understood as either finding a place for something to be 
explained within our current set of beliefs and conceptual framework or modifying that 
framework so that novel facts can be accommodated. 

The view that everyday explanation is theory-dependent is not entirely new to 
sociology. In fact, similar ideas have been discussed at some length by Mills (1940) and 
Gerth and Mills (1953). These sociologists were inspired by Kenneth Burke, a philosopher 
and literary critic, who introduced the notion of a vocabulary of motives. Motives can be 
understood as rationalizations of acts or as explanations given in order to make sense 
out of behaviors. Motives, according to Gerth and Mills (1953), refers to "the 
understanding and explaining of why and how human conduct takes a specific direction’ 
ip: dd). 

Burke (1954) has discussed how individuals acquire vocabularies of motives. In 
every society, Burke explains, there are prescribed and proscribed rules of conduct and 
a vocabulary of motives to go with them. A person is socialized not only with respect to 
what he should and should not do, but also in regard to the reasons for his behaviors. 
When introspecting to find an explanation for his conduct, he would naturally employ the 
motive terminologies that he has become familiar with through socialization. Individuals 
"learn” a vocabulary of motives which provides ready-made explanations for behaviors in 


their own contemplation and in their daily interactions with others. 
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Since motive terminologies are internalized by individuals in specific sociocultural 
contexts, they do not exist independently of the norms, values, and beliefs of a society 
or culture. As Burke (1954) has suggested, "(the) few attributions of motives by which a 
man explained his conduct were but a fragmentary part of this larger orientation” (p. 25). 
By “this larger orientation,” he refers to the "framework of Weltanschauung as a whole.” 
In other words, a vocabulary of motives is not an isolated mental product; it is a part of 
the general orientation of a specific society or of a specific sociohistorical period. 
Following this line of thinking, Burke has argued that the Freudian theory of motivation, 
for instance, is itself a vocabulary of motives which is part and parcel of the 
"sexual-bourgeois orientation” of nineteenth century Western Europe and the romantic 
and scientific views prevalent at that time. Another example illustrates Burke's argument 
regarding the relation between a vocabulary of motives and the Weltanschuung of a 
sociohistorical period. Referring to the psychoanalytic interpretation of Saint Augustine's 
life and work, Burke (1954) commented: 

The entire motivation by which Augustine lived and wrote is categorically 
discarded in favor of a few sexual impulses which can, at best, be shown to 
have been an ingredient in his motivation... Non-sexual interests may be 
interpreted as the symbolization of sexual interests — but then again, sexual 
interests may themselves be considered as the symbolization of non-sexual 
interests. That is: since sexual matters are of great importance, a pattern of 
thinking may reveal itself noticeable in the patterns of sexual thinking. What, 
except the strong sexual orientation of our society, in contrast with the 
strong religious orientation of Saint Augustine’s society, determines 
which shall be called the true motive and which the symbolic accretion? 
(p. 27; emphasis added) 

The arguments presented thus far suggest two salient points. First, an explanation, 
in order to be intersubjectively meaningful in the everyday context, has to be 
theory-dependent. That is, the cause-effect relationship stipulated by an explanation has 
to be derivable from a comprehensive theory of some sort. This theoretical framework, 
on the basis of which explanations are made, is referred to as a pr/or/ theory. By 
inference, it can be said that explanations are not disparate mental products, unrelated to 
other cognitive elements. They are necessarily a subset of a larger constellation of ideas, 
beliefs, and knowledge, and should be seen as an integral component of a person's 
overall orientation. Second, a priori theories tend to have a ring of familiarity. Because 


they are commonplace, their validity is generally taken for granted and the "familiar sort 


of connection’ derived from them is seldom challenged in the everyday context. 
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Otherwise, explanations appear unconvincing to the average person because they are 
incompatible with his poe to how things and events should go together. It 
should be noted in passing that a priori theories need not be scientific in the real sense 
of the word. They could be based on myths, doctrines, or conventional wisdom. They 
could even be outside the awareness of the individual holding them in the form of what 
Bem (1970) calls "a nonconscious ideology.” For the most part, a priori theories are 
grounded in a backlog of familiar beliefs and values, a common stock of knowledge, and 
the general orientations of a society. 

Before proceeding to examine the theoretical implications of the 
theory—dependent mode! of explanation, we shall briefly discuss how attribution theory 
fits into this theoretical scheme. As the readers will recall, Semin’s (1980) criticism of 
attribution theory is that it ignores the social conventions, rules, and common stock of 
knowledge that provide the basis for interpreting events and behaviors. In other words, 
Semin is charging that the explanations which social psychologists study are 
theory—independent, bearing no reference to the belief and value systems of the 
attributors and the general orientations of a society. The main thrust of Semin's critique is 
no doubt valid, but his charges may be slightly exaggerated. As a matter of fact, if we 
read between the lines of writings on attribution theory, we should notice that a lot of 
the attributions analyzed by social psychologists are indeed rooted in common beliefs 
and sociocultural conventions. Unfortunately, attribution researchers have seldom made 
this connection explicit. As well, they have not pursued the theoretical implication of this 
connection to its logical conclusion. We shall briefly review a few categories of 
attribution research to illustrate the fact that the theory-dependent model of explanation 
being here proposed is not incompatible with conventional attribution research. 

Many studies have shown that, in Western societies, individuals are accustomed to 
attributing problematic behaviors of people to their personality characteristics. These 
"intuitive theories of personality” allow individuals to explain untoward conducts mostly in 
terms of psychological traits, notwithstanding the lack of predictive power of 
hypotheses based on personality attributes. Thus, dispositional attributions are, to a 
considerable extent, theory-dependent in the sense that they are generated by intuitive 


theories of personality which individuals have acquired. As Selby (1975) has suggested, 
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‘(the) reason trait-based explanations of problematic behavior have enjoyed such a 
vigorous life is that they are common sense to us. It seems that we carry about in our 
heads theories of personality in the form of trait intercorrelation matrices, and we use 
them to keep the world under cognitive control’ (p. 14). 

Much research has been done on responsibility attribution in everyday life. The 
research focus is on how individuals assign blame and culpability in relation to their own 
behaviors and those of others. What attribution theorists rarely make explicit is the fact 
that in imputing responsibility, the attributor judges an actor on the basis of both what 
was done and what should have been done. The former is based on direct observation of 
the actor's behaviors; the latter on the attributor’s understanding of social norms and role 
expectations. Hamilton (1978) is one of the few researchers who stress the need to 
understand responsibility attribution in relation to internalized social norms and role 
expectations. According to Hamilton, formal responsibility imputation is determined by an 

actor's behaviors and accepted role expectations. Informal responsibility imputation may 
well be similarly determined. This way of conceptualizing responsibility attribution is 
consistent with the theory-dependent model of explanation. In this case, the socially 
defined role expectations constitute the “theory,” on the basis of which responsibility and 
culpability are assigned. | 

A number of studies indicate that everyday explanations of behavior tend to be 
consistent with our naive theories of action. One such naive theory of action is the "just 
world hypothesis.” Several writers (e.g., Lerner, 1980; Walster, 1966) have shown that 
individuals often attribute negative qualities to innocent victims of fate. These unfavorable 
attributions imply that the victims deserve what they got. According to Lerner, this is due 
to our belief in a just world. Because the admission that negative occurrences could take 
place by chance is psychologically threatening, individuals have a tendency to believe that 
unfavorable outcomes people experienced are deserved and are of their own making. 
These studies illustrate the extent to which an attributor’s “theory” about a just world may 
influence his causal and dispositional attributions with respect to an innocent victim of 
fate. Once again, attributions are made on the basis of some commonly accepted theories 
about the nature of the social world. Conceivably, in another society or culture where the 


moral and religious values do not generate a belief in a just world, this type of defensive 
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attribution probably would not have occurred. 

This cursory review is meant to lend support to the contention that the 
theory-dependent model of explanation is inherently compatible with conventional 
attribution theory. We have merely made explicit what has been implicit in attribution 
research. The review has shown that trait-based explanations of untoward conducts, 
unfavorable attributions directed toward innocent victims of fate, and responsibility 
imputations are generated by certain commonly accepted “theories,” such as intuitive 
theories of personality, normative and role expectations, and the just world hypothesis. 
Similarly, Ajzen’s idea of intuitive causal theory is conceptually quite close to the 
Peon)-dependent model of explanation. It is also significant to note that Kelley, one of 
the initial and most important advocates of the information processing model, has paid 
considerably more attention to the role of beliefs in attribution behaviors in a recent 
study (Kelley and Michela, 1980). Kelley and his associate point out that 

(the) attributor approaches most attributional problems with beliefs about the 
causes and effects involved. Given a certain effect, there are suppositions 
about its causes; given a certain cause, there are expectations about its 
effects. As a consequence, explanations can often be given for events 
without analyzing information in the more complex ways illustrated in the 
preceding section. If the processing of current information does occur, it 
rarely proceeds without some influence from preexisting suppositions and 
expectations (p. 468; original emphases). 
By “belief,” the authors refer to suppositions about success and failure, expectations 
about actors and behaviors, and causal schemata. They argue that such beliefs not only 
have an impact on the attributions made but also affect the intake and utilization of 
relevant information. All this suggests that attribution theorists have at long last explicitly 
recognized, albeit not in a thorough and comprehensive manner, the close connection 
between belief system and causal inference. 

Thus far, it has been argued that everyday explanations are generally derived from 
a priori theories that are an attributor’s stock of knowledge at hand, his beliefs and 
values, and the general orientations of a society. To pursue this line of thinking one step 
further, we could again relate a pr/or/ theories to their structural and existential 
foundation. This brings us one step closer to the possibility of analyzing attribution 
behaviors from the point of view of the sociology of knowledge. This analytical 


approach, in short, posits that causal statements must be understood in terms of the 


attributor's existential basis, and that this relationship between explanation and social 
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reality is mediated by the attributor’s @ priori theories that are in the same manner 
existentially anchored. This view is compatible with Hans-Joachim Lieber's argument put 
forth in Wissen und Gesellschaft: 
They {i.€., sociologists of knowledge) do not relate an isolated statement or an 
isolated piece of knowledge or an isolated judgment directly to social being. 
On the contrary, the relation between an individual proposition and its basis in 
social reality is indirect. All individual statements, insights and judgments in the 
sphere of the cultural sciences are considered as the expression of a total 
world-view, and only this special way of interpreting the world appears as 
socially conditioned in its content and structure... The medium through which 
social being exerts its influence on the formation of knowledge is man... who 
always lives in a determinate social world and thinks in terms of it’ (quoted in 
Stark, 1977; p. 144). 

There are two salient aspects in the complex relationships involving the existential 
base, @ prior/ theories, and attributions. First, as a society evolves, with its social 
structure undergoing transformation, individuals’ empirical and evaluative beliefs, which 
constitute potential a pr/or/ theories, are likely to alter. Although there is no simple 
one-to-one correspondence between social structure on the one hand and empirical and 
evaluative beliefs on the other, if structural changes are sufficiently extensive and 
permanent, alterations in the latter are to be expected as well. This, in turn, will induce 
changes in the modes of explanation. Attributions are modified as social structure and 
institutions in which they are anchored undergo transformation. Explanations therefore 
are not invariant phenomena. Gerth and Mills (1953), for instance, have noted that, as 
capitalism evolved from the laissez-faire to the monopolistic phase, the motive 
vocabularies of businessmen changed from the profit motive of individual gain to public 
service and efficiency. It is interesting to note a similar phenomenon in historiography. 
Historians at different periods interpret the same historical event differently. Hence, 
there are diverse accounts of the French Revolution or the Reformation. Historian E. H. 
Carr (1961) has given one example of such changes in historical explanation: 

Gibbon attributed the decline and fall of the Roman Empire to the triumph of 
barbarism and religion. The English Whig historians of the nineteenth century 
attribute the rise of British power and prosperity to the development of 
political institutions embodying the principles of constitutional liberty. Gibbon 


and the English ninteenth-century historians have an old-fashioned look today, 
because they ignore the economic causes which modern historians have 


moved into the forefront (p. 90). 
Passmore (1962) has reminded us that, in general, changes of this kind have their origins 
external to history rather than within it. They arise from changing intellectual climate, 


rather than from dissatisfactions among historians themselves. The social scientists, not 
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the historians, have introduced new theories to explain human behavior, which have 
affected the historians’ interpretative schemes. 

Second, a society is not necessarily a homogeneous whole. Contemporary 
pluralistic societies, in particular, are characterized by a high degree of differentiation and 
segmentation which can take place along many dimensions: ethnicity, social class, 
occupation, religion, age, sex, etc. The existence of social collectivities with different . 
existential bases is likely to generate different world-views and belief systems. Schutz 
(1973) and Berger and Luckmann (1967) have studied this phenomenon, which they call 
the “social distribution of knowledge.” The basic premise of these authors is that as a 
society reaches a certain degree of complexity, knowledge tends to be unevenly 
distributed within the society. Different groups are inclined to hold to distinctive enclaves 
of meanings and values, and see the world through lenses of different colours. It follows 
that, if the general proposition of this study is tenable, social collectivities that espouse 
different beliefs and orientations will explain social phenomena differently in accordance 
with their diverse interpretations of the social world. Burke (1954) makes a similar point 
when he suggests that in highly stable eras, the recurrent patterns of life were stabilized, 
and the matter of motives was relatively settled. However, in an age of great instability 
like ours, with political, social, economic, aesthetic, and moral orientations all in a state of 
flux, it is to be expected that the entire matter of motives would become fluid. 

lt should be noted that these two salient aspects, which will form the basis of our 
empirical analysis, are very much the central concern of mainstream sociology of 
knowledge. Commenting on the purpose of the sociology of knowledge, Mannheim 
(1936) has stated that it is to observe how and in what form intellectual life at a given 
historical moment is related to the existing social and political forces, and to distinguish 
diverse styles of thinking and to relate them to the groups from which they spring. In 
other words, the study of modes of thought in their historical contexts and the 


examination of the social distribution of knowledge are the primary endeavors of 


sociologists of knowledge. 
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ANALYTICAL OBJECTIVES 


To recapitulate, it has been argued that there is an important relationship between 
the way individuals explain social phenomena and the social structure in which individuals 
find themselves. It has been further posited that this relationship is mediated by the 
individuals’ empirical and evaluative beliefs and the general orientations of society, which 
form the a pr/or/ theories. An adequate understanding of attribution behavior, therefore, 
requires not only a study of the linkages between explanation and its theoretical basis, 
but also a sociology—of-knowledge analysis of the relationships between explanation, its 
theoretical basis, and its structural foundation. 

It is to illustrate this proposition that two separate but related empirical tests will 
be performed. Firstly, a historical analysis will be done to trace the changing modes of 
explanation with respect to poverty. It will be demonstrated that the perceived causes of 
poverty varied from one major historical period to another. It will also be shown that 
changes in explanation were a function of the shifts in the general orientation of a 
society, and were ultimately related to the structural transformation of that society. 
Secondly, a more detailed analysis will be done to demonstrate the effect of the social 
distribution of knowledge with respect to how poverty is causally understood. It will be 
shown that within the same historical period, different social collectivities explain poverty 
in dissimilar ways. This may be due to the fact that the complexity of social structure 
produces different values and belief systems, thus giving rise to subuniverses of 
knowledge and meaning. The effects of the social distribution of knowledge may be the 
result of individuals occupying different statuses which, in turn, introduce them to 
role-specific knowledge and meaning. Or, it may be due to the existence of social 
collectivities with rival interests, whose rivalry is then “translated” into abstract terms. 

There is one final issue that needs to be addressed. As mentioned previously, 2 
priori theory is a very broad concept. It encompasses the value and belief systems of an 
individual, his stock of knowledge at hand, the normative and role expectations of a 
society, and the general orientations of a sociohistorical period. Any of these cognitive 
elements could potentially provide the basis upon which explanations of some sort can 


be made. Such a conglomerate of ideas, meanings, and knowledge elements is not 
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conducive to empirical analysis, however. It is too all-inclusive and too nebulous. To 
~ reduce the analytical problem to a more manageable scale, we shall put emphasis on the 
more structured aspect of knowledge. Knowledge is structured in so far as the 
component elements of a knowledge system provide mutual! constraints (Converse, 
1964). Although there is no clear-cut boundary separating structured knowledge from 
discrete knowledge, it is contended that the former is less transient in nature and is more 
amenable to empirical measurement. The kind of structured knowledge that will be 
examined in this study is ideology. Following McClosky (1964), we define ideology as a 
system of beliefs that is elaborate and integrated, that justifies the exercise of power, 
interprets history, identifies right and wrong, interrelates politics and other spheres of 
activities, and furnishes guides for action. 

Ideology can potentially constitute an @ prior’ theory. Firstly, its pervasiveness in 
terms of its conceptual scope and its influence gives it a ring of familiarity. A major 
ideology is espoused by a large segment of the population. It even influences those who 
do not explicitly subscribe to its tenets because of its pervasive and powerful impacts 
on strategic institutions and on other spheres of the superstructure. Secondly, it has long 
been recognized that there is a relationship between the ideology an individual holds and 
the way explanations are made. For example, Lane (1962) has stated: "At the root of 
every ideology there are premises about the nature of causation, the agents of causation, 
the appropriate way for explaining complex event.” The relationship between ideology 
and explanation is probably akin to that between dominant and subordinate ideas. As 
Walsh (1975) has pointed out, the connections between dominant and subordinate ideas, 
whether or not the former are acknowledged, are not causal connections in the Humean 
sense, but are logical in nature. Thus, explanations, particularly with respect to critical 


social issues, are part and parcel of a system of relatively integrated ideological beliefs. 
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Ill. THE MIDDLE AGES AND THE ENGLISH PRECURSOR 


Bremner (1964b) made an insightful observation when he pointed out that 

The American poor are periodically rediscovered, each time with a sense of 

shock. Their plight is usually presented as a novel problem — and perhaps it is, 

for each generation views poverty from a changed perspective and sees it in 

a new light (p. 264). 
The purpose of this and the next chapter is to examine how "each generation views 
poverty from a changed perspective.” More specifically, these two chapters attempt to 
relate the changing interpretations of poverty to major trends of social thought and 
structural transformation. It is argued that the changing explanations of poverty in 


American society can only be meaningfully understood in relation to major shifts in values 


and ideology and the structural evolution of the American society. 


NATURE OF THE HISTORICAL INVESTIGATION 


Before presenting the historical evidence, it is necessary to briefly discuss the 
nature of the present investigation and to describe what the analysis is and what it is not. 
Although the analysis presented in this and the following chapter is historical in nature, it 
is not "scientific history” in the late Victorian sense. In an effort to transform history as 
literature to history as science, late Victorian academic historians advocated that their 
tasks were to concentrate on archival records, to critically examine original sources, to 
discover new information about the past, and to accumulate historical facts (Heyck, 
1982). The present study does none of these. It is not because these objectives are 
deemed undesirable. Rather, the purpose of the analysis differs from those of "scientific 
history.” 

The present analysis is based mainly on published secondary materials. There are 
~ two reasons for this. First, it is clearly not possible for a single researcher to rely totally 
on primary source materials when he is dealing with a topic that examines the structural 
transformation and ideological changes of a society over a period of several hundred 


years. Besides, much of the archival work has already been done by historians. Second, 
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the intent of this historical account is to generalize on the basis of some historical 
findings. More specifically, it seeks to draw certain generalizations from a sequence of 
historical events in order to test the hypothesis concerning the relationships between 
social structure, ideology, and explanations of poverty. In other words, although its 
analytical content is historical in nature, the present analysis is not so much a historical as 
a sociological enterprise. The distinction between the preoccupation of most historians — 
the capturing of the uniqueness of historical events - and the concern of most 
sociologists — the ability to generalize — is superbly expressed by Berlin (1966): 
..the business of science is to concentrate on similarities, not differences, to 
be general, to omit whatever is not relevant to answering the severely 
delimited questions that it sets itself to ask; while those historians who are 
concerned with a field wider than the specialized activities of men, are 
interested at least as much in the opposite — in that which differentiates one 
thing, person, situation, age, pattern of experience, individual or collective, 
from another. When such historians attempt to account for and explain, say, 
the French Revolution, the last thing that they seek to do is to concentrate 
only on those characteristics which the French Revolution has in common with 
other revolutions, to abstract only common recurrent characteristics, to 
formulate a law on the basis of them, or at any rate an hypothesis, from which 
something about the pattern of all revolutions as such (or, more modestly, all 
European revolutions) and therefore of this revolution in particular, could in 
principle be reliably inferred. This, if it were feasible, would be the task of 
sociology, which would then stand to history as a “pure” science to its 
application (p. 31; emphases added). 
- The historical facts to be presented in this and the next chapter are not the object of 
investigation. Instead, they are the material from which sociological generalizations can be 
made. 

Such a task is not without its methodological problems. The use of published 
secondary sources means the reliance on preprocessed materials, and it carries the 
inevitable risk and possible penalty of prior selections and interpretations of earlier time 
frames from more contemporary perspectives. However, unless a researcher is willing 
to take such a risk, he can go no further than the validation and accumulation of discrete 
historical facts. In order to make generalizations from an orientation based on the 
sociology of knowledge, the present analysis synthesizes the findings of a number of 
historical studies. It is believed that the analysis will help elucidate the theoretical 
arguments of this thesis. 

While the emphasis is on the American experience, a historical perspective is 
deemed necessary and this, in turn, would necessitate briefly examining the developments 


in England from the Middie Ages to the eighteenth century. Several major historical 
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periods have been identified in relation to the changing interpretations of poverty. The 
entire analysis is presented in two chapters. Chapter Ill deals with the Middle Ages and 
the early modern period in England from the fifteenth to the mid-eighteen century. 
Chapter IV is devoted entirely to the American experience which is divided into four 
sections: the colonial era, the period from the Revolution to the Civil War, the period 
from the Civil War to the 1920's, and the Depression era. 

The demarcation of historical periods is necessarily arbitrary, particularly when 
intellectual movements and ideological trends are the central concern. Social thought 
seldom arises and subsides instantly. It usually takes decades, if not generations or even 
centuries, for a school of thought to mature and become regnant. Similarly, ideas may no 
longer enjoy their former popularity, but they rarely vanish completely. They tend to 
outlive their originators and initial promoters. Another difficulty in the study of social 
thought is the fact that each historical epoch is likely to have cross currents of ideas. 
Some ideas are naturally more influential than others; however, it will be unwise to 
identify only one major school of thought and ignore the others. Thus, the analysis 
inevitably lacks precision. Nonetheless, when the analysis is on a relatively long span of 
time, certain major trends of social thought do emerge and the evolution of ideas is 
discernible. 

Because there is a massive amount of material to be dealt with and because we 
are examining three interrelated sets of phenomena, namely, social transformation, 
ideological changes, and changes in the way poverty was explained, in order to present 
the material in a more organized an systematic manner, each of the sections representing 
a distinct historical period is further divided into subsections. For the sake of 
convenience, a brief discussion on the social structure or structural transformation is 
provided first. This is followed by a more elaborate analysis of the ideological scene of 
the period. Lastly, the typical patterns of poverty explanation are discussed. Attempts will 
be made throughout the analysis to demonstrate the interrelationships between social 
structure, ideology, and explanation. An effort will be made to point out the structural 


influences on ideological cahnges and the effects of ideology on the ways poverty was 


causally understood. 
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THE MIDDLE AGES 


The Structure! and /deological Scene 

In terms of economic development, the Middle Ages can be divided into two 
major periods. The first period occurred before the tenth century. The years between 
900 and 1100 can be regarded as a transitional stage. Starting from the twelfth century, 
an economic transformation gradually took place (Gilchrist, 1969). The first period was 
characterized by an agrarian, subsistence economy, with land being practically the sole 
source of productive wealth. While trade and commerce were not nonexistent, they 
played a relatively minor role in the economic life of Western Europe. 

Medieval society was hierarchical in structure. The basic economic institution was 
the manor which contained two social classes: noblemen and serfs. Medieval social 
structure was characterized by a system of mutual obligations and services based on this 
class distinction. The lord lived off the labor of the serfs who farmed his fields and paid 
taxes in kind and money according to the custom of the manor. In return, the lord 
provided protection, supervision, and the administration of justice (Hunt, 198 1). 

The medieval Church, one of the most important institutions in the Middle Ages, 
accepted the existence of private ownership of property and class inequality. Thomas 
Aquinas, for instance, advocated a social order based on property and class distinctions. 
Although Aquinas discussed at length the role of charity, he believed in the permanence 
of social dependency. Thus, the Church endorsed the medieval social structure as moral 
and just. In a sense, the Church had no choice but to support the status quo. It had 
become collectively the biggest land owner in Europe by the twelfth century, and could 
not afford to undermine its own economic position (Bolton, 1980). 

“While defending a system in which individual rights in property and economic 
inequality were explicitly acknowledged, the Church also propounded a moral viewpoint 
known as the Christian corporate ethics. According to this moral code, all of society was 
considered a single entity or corporation. Those with power and wealth were analogous 
to the father; the poor and the dependent the children. The rich and powerful were 
therefore obliged to be paternalistic toward the common people. The latter, in turn, were 


expected to accept their place in society and to subordinate willingly to the leadership of 


_ 


Ss ef) 7 


- ¥ t : : 
a sé Ts 


aseyihhe peopel Mantis 


: of henivio ad sa cso A SIbGIVE ore jram@oiay - : of im ae = 


Pie 


meewies aeay SOT ures Nee BE S167Sd DEMUIA® bore F Ze 


puis hehe at Tet omimaye eost2 ett aren 5 3 ig 


yn Borneg tavt-enT (SOE! Tenwls Site ah dog! dueetes ao sf eis 
sine exit visits Diem Orn! Hi Srenfioes aonatsedve ick | 
} Jvisi2ineaod Tat ew S27 Biss ort chew ali cba Vi 

2oC 3 Tafeavs joan “nthe as grit hake 0 nn 


ABiisles) DemanesS tics at) F icy we Mi init ers) een" 


a ws : 
singe inveibeli. cinsc 27% nemelior 2se2sl> 209) 2 Gee 


i 9G beend 4-0)V7e6 bat 2ncUsQRto sWiUe aS CRS SB (a oe 
sisa Ons Sblet cic benhst-orw 2t1eenet tts TOR aE fe evi bred 9 
1) ea) nw6.-o) Soren enh to cmleud 8 @ dminocas yarn | vo 

HO i tcuk) cada) tenets zines Set ‘one noieiv wane. niet 


4 


ea0h Sik’ aftr Al enoitufiaripanss OG: t2cr ~~ to Bac 48 slantins a a 
enon, leaned Sess. Os vitagao ic’ 2’ 4) Braet has afsvind 36 sbinghoin 8 
enodomign esa ob 4c190G16 BO beeed ust-c leone nie sh Xm 
sonaietmea: str o-haveled sa Ets tc slot ef Ridesict Nic 2 
019 os. wlaida BiSoe S¥EIDSED. aff Sacoqotag Jee ‘eds? “eT varia 
Det 1 “oup sree ag Be nad ez] WS aes 8 Of S&F. ainuriyart| pense am 
niues bee, wires Tilews art Ve'sdaws 37ers Bie Jeegsid ae soshanmeatii 
ig5e%: ASSET strode Bh sigan atte a Sheinsew Pe: 
iNenSS wb) yredONG Siig lebpiyibts nw ate tageye. § rik prey, ae 
mogul MoSry eosKousdo71g Gels dw .<qt bapbalweotse Vig ane cell 
wi qrsrabe Yo He Soaslaton aiGigi or 3h zatite stemg ce oagaire ait ve 
euppaisos eraw riligavy SNS BKSS itiw geodl, noveiaiOgiie ying siiexsemnaen 
yaw iain prs righ ‘Sl Felis ett foabhaget acy bine 5, pelt -1grite? ehat 
Saw. mutio “welsh nt Ba6sc Hommes srt owmWwar oustaneteg el it pagisa eotaae 
10 aniexstee! ent of Wiprill sssrilriodue-o! ois yiewer mi saeia Nats Tesos6 of beiseqne- 


7 


- 
fs 


== 


a 


al 


the wealthy and mighty. This organic and hierarchical conception of society was widely 
accepted. For example, Bishop Brunton, preaching in London, likened citizens and 
burgesses to the body's heart, adding that faithful mechanics were its left hand (Thrupp, 
1977). The medieval views toward wealth and charity were an extension of this belief in 
the reciprocal obligations between social classes. The canonists urged that superfluous 
properties should be used to help the poor. It was the use to which wealth was put that 
determined if private property was justified, and it was as a means for dispensing charity 
that personal wealth was deemed morally acceptable by the Church fathers. The canonists 
could therefore argue on the one hand that the existing structure of property 
relationships was just, and on the other hand that excess wealth belonged to the poor 
(Bolton, 1980; Hunt, 1981; Tierney, 1959). 

Medieval society was largely a subsistence economy. With its backward 
technology and low productivity, it generated little surplus. Most peasants led a 
precarious hand-to-mouth existence, and life of material scarcity was a common 
experience. In the events of natural disasters, wars, and major social dislocations, abject 
poverty and starvation were the lot for most people. This experience was given 
considerable religious significance in the Middle Ages. Not only was the existence of 
widespread deprivation accepted as inevitable, on the basis of the Biblical injunction that 
"the poor always ye have with you,” the peasants and the poor were also idealized and 
romanticized by being associated with the suffering Christ. Belief in the spiritual virtue of 
poverty was at time widespread in the Middle Ages. Biblical admonitions regarding the 
poor — "If you would be perfect, go sell what you possess and give to the poor, and you 
will have treasure in heaven; and come follow me” and "Blessed are you poor, for yours 
is the kingdom of God" — provided further justification for viewing poverty as a blessed 
spiritual state. This ascetic idealization of poverty reached its zenith with the Franciscans 
and their belief in apostolic poverty. The Waldensians, who anticipated the Franciscans, 
translated and distributed New Testament passages which described the simple life of 
Jesus and the disciples as the model for all true Christians to follow. Formulated by St. 
Francis of Assisi in the early 1200's, the Franciscan Rules stipulated the idea of poor use 
(i.e, the use of wealth without ownership) and the vow to live as a pauper, Owning 


nothing and using what was necessary for bare subsistence. Although Pope Gregory IX 
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and Pope John XXIl took actions to counter the Franciscan doctrines and to restrict the 
spread of his teachings, the Franciscan ideal of poverty was defended by many influential 
Christian thinkers, such as Michael of Cesena, William of Ockham, and Marsilius of Padua. 
This attested to the widespread influence of the mendicant orders. The words of St. 
Francis, Nudus nudum Christum Sequerere (naked follow the naked Christ), were 


accepted by many (Ozment, 1980). 


Explanations of Poverty 
Since the Church was one of the most important institutions in medieval society 

and since religion was the predominant, if not the exclusive, source of legitimation, it is 
natural that the interpretations of poverty in the Middle Ages were very much religious in 
nature. In general, the force of causation was considered beyond individual control. The 
vicissitudes of life were thought to be determined by fate or providence. Providence 
explained all aspects of social reality including the existence of inequality and poverty by 
reference to God's purpose for man (Harvey, 1979). The Church taught that the presence 
of poverty was a manifestation of God's mysterious but beneficent will for men. 
According to medieval theologians, men were appointed by God's providence for certain 
tasks. For the accomplishment of these missions, the divine plan called the individual to 
his special place in the social and economic order. Thus, some were noble and others 
humble; some were richer and others poorer. A Christian should accept his status with 
obedience and resignation, and should not seek to rise above it (Johnson, 1961). Such a 
providential interpretation of wealth and poverty had a long tradition. St. Basil the Great (c. 
330 - c. 379), Bishop and Doctor of the Church, stated: 

Did you not come naked out of the womb, and will you not go back naked to 

éarth again? Whence came the riches you have now? If you say from 

nowhere, you deny God, you ignore the Creator, you are ungrateful to the 

Giver. But if you acknowledge they came from God, tell us the reason for 

your receiving them. Is God unjust when he distributes the necessaries of life 

unequally? Why are you rich and another poor? Surely it is that you may win 

the reward of charitableness and faithful stewardship, and he the noble prizes 

of patience (translated by Shewring, 1948). 

The existence of poverty was also justified by the spiritual benefits it brought to 

God's children. Poverty was regarded by many as a blessing in disguise because it 


provided an opportunity for others to be charitable, and because it allowed the poor, 


through adversity, to learn humility, patience, and gratitude. Tawney (1963) and Thrupp 
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(1977) have observed that in the Middle Ages, poverty had a somewhat mystical glamor, 
for the poor were considered God's friends, iGo represented the Lord in a peculiarly 
intimate way. It was also believed that the prayers of the poor availed much. As to why 
God makes some people poor, Aquinas suggested: "He (God) hears the poor when they 
pray: ‘The Lord has hearkened to the desire of the poor’ (Ps. 9: 17).” He continued, "In the 
second place, you must know that poverty makes a man God-fearing, by withdrawing 
him from evil things; and well-disciplined, by enduring him with virtuous habits: 'The poor 
man is glorified by his discipline and his fear’ (Ecclus. 10: 33). It makes him humble in 
speech: ‘The poor man speaks with entreaties’ (Prov. 18: 23). It makes him patient in 
bearing adversities: ‘When the poor man is wronged, he will held his peace’ (Ecclus. 13: 
4)” (translated by Shewring, 1948: p. 136). 

Besides being considered as an outcome of providence, poverty was generally 
regarded as a social phenomenon produced by social and economic factors. Primitive 
methods of production and man’s inability to control the forces of nature made economic 
hardship a common experience for most people in the Middle Ages. It was commonly 
accepted that need arose as a result of misfortune, such as sickness and accident or lack 
of land, for which society must assume responsibility in order to maintain justice. While 
believing that poverty was not a good thing, Antonino of Florence (1389-1459), 
Archbishop and later a canonized saint, maintained that poverty was more often the result 
of unjust wage rates (Jarrett, 1935). The Christian corporate ethics also required the 
wealthy to see to it that the impoverished were not left uncared for. "The poor man,” 
preached Latimer, “hath title to the rich man’s goods; so that the rich man ought to let the 
poor man have part of his riches to help and comfort him withal” (quoted in Tawney, 
1963: p. 217). In short, since poverty was socially generated, the needy had a right to 
assistance, and the obligation to provide it fell to the more fortunate members of the 
community. 

Most important of all, Church fathers and canonists did not usually regard poverty 
as a consequence of moral turpitude, or as a vice that had to be purged by punitive 
measures. Unlike later social thinkers who often regard the poor as morally depraved, 
most medieval thinkers believed that "a poor man is a honorable person.” St. Ambrose 


maintained that "poverty is not among the number of things evil.” Similarly, Joannes 
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Andreae stated that "poverty is not a kind of crime” (Coll, 1966; Tierney, 1959). 

It was generally recognized that, among the poor, some cases were more 
deserving than others. For instance, Huguccio, one of the most important canonists in the 
twelfth century, categorized three types of poor people. Some were born poor but 
willingly endured their adversity for the love of God. Others joined the rank of the poor 
by giving up their belongings to follow Christ. But the third kind of poor people were 
filled with "the voracity of cupidity.” As Tierney (1958, 1959) has insightfully pointed out, 
the difference between the teachings of the canonists and the ideas of many 
nineteenth-—century social thinkers is that the canonists never advocated any policy that 
would have deterred those in real need from seeking help. They realized that some of the 
poor were not deserving of help, but regarded them as exceptions rather than the rule. 
Nineteenth-—century thinkers, for the most part, assumed that such cases were normal 
and typical, and based their entire theory and practice of welfare on the denial of relief 
unless it was accompanied by harsh deterrent measures. An examination of medieval 
canon laws ae that while discretion was advised in the provision of assistance and 
rules were designed to discriminate the various categories of poor people, generally 
speaking, evidence of need overrode all other concerns. For example, when the | 
resources available did not suffice for all the needy people, the more deserving cases 
were to be helped first. However, the canonists also agreed that when funds were 
adequate, strangers who were in need should be given the benefit of the doubt and 
should be helped without prior inquisition as to their merits. And if a man was actually 
near death from starvation, then he should be helped regardiess of all other 
considerations. These teachings and admonitions suggest that the medieval Church 
generally did not regard poverty as a problem of sin and did not hold the poor morally 


accountable for their economic plight. 


THE EARLY MODERN PERIOD 


The early modern period in England extends from the end of the medieval era — 


around the fifteenth century — to the mid-eighteenth century. This is a transitional period, 
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bridging the feudal Middle Ages and the era of laissez-faire capitalism. During these 
several hundred years, medieval institutions and social structure were gradually replaced 
by new social and economic institutions that became fully mature in the late eighteenth 
and nineteenth century. Accompanying these structural developments were changes in the 
way people interpreted their social world. Thus, while ancient institutions and ideas 


lingered on, radically new structural patterns and belief systems emerged. 


Structural Transformation 

The changes that took place during the early modern period had their roots in the 
developments between ie tenth and twelfth century. A fairly stable society existed in 
the late Middle Ages. The great majority of people were peasant farmers living in villages 
and firmly attached to the land. By preindustrial criterion, their standard of living was 
relatively prosperous (Tierney, 1959). This prosperity was brought about by 
improvements in agricultural technology, the most important of which was the 
replacement of the two-field system of crop rotation with the three-field system. This 
agricultural innovation greatly increased farming output and ushered in a series of events 
that were in part responsible for the disintegration of the medieval feudal system (Hunt, 
1981). Agricultural advances and improved means of transportation led to rapid 
population growth and urbanization. The population of England mere than tripled in less 
than 300 years between 1086 and 1346 (Gilchrist, 1969). Such increases stimulated the 
supply of and demand for agricultural and manufactured goods. Commercial activities, 
both internal and international, intensified during this period. Increase in urban population 
led to the development of rural-urban specialization in economic activities. 

But the rapid population growth was arrested by the Black Death. The Black Death, 
a major epidemic of bubonic plague, ravaged England in 1348-1349, resulting in the loss 
of between one-quarter and one-third of the entire population. Two lesser epidemics hit 
the country within a generation, further depleting its population. By 1400, the population 
of England was little more than half of the pre-1348 figure. One of the most dramatic 
effects of the Black Death was the creation of an unprecedented shortage of labor. 
Workers demanded higher wages and villeins agitated to be free of their customary 


services in order to take advantage of the favorable labor market. The authorities 
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attempted to cope with the scarcity and fluidity of labor by enacting repressive 
ordinances, such as the Statute of Laborers of 1349, which restricted the migration of 
workers and froze their wages (de Schweinitz, 1943; Lis and Soly, 1979). 

An equally significant development during this period was the commercialization 
of agriculture. Many villeins were successful in having their labor services to the lords of 
manor commuted for money rents. This trend became particularly prevalent during the 
thirteenth century. Commutation often allowed the peasant to function almost as an 
independent small commercial farmer. Similarly, some lords of manor, in order to obtain 
needed cash, leased out their demesne lands to peasant farmers and thus became 
landlords living on rents rather than on the direct exploitation of their estates. Macfarlane 
(1978) has pointed out that by the thirteenth century there were already in England a well 
developed market and considerable labor mobility. Land was regarded as a commodity, 
full private ownership was established, and rational accounting and the profit motive 
were prevalent. According to Gilchrist (1969), toward the end of the medieval era, open 
field system no longer existed or were very rare, lordship was weak, and freedom 
widespread among the agricultural workers. 

These developments had immense and lasting consequences, the most important 
of which was the transformation from a subsistence economy to a money economy. As 
Hunt (1981) has suggested, the expansion of trade and commerce was the single most 
important factor leading to the disintegration of medieval society. It produced a new 
class of bourgeoisie and undermined the feudal social structure which was based on 
mutual obligations between classes. Slowly, a new production relationship based on 
market forces arose. More and more people earned their living as independent craftsmen 
and commercial farmers. Wages gradually came into use. The collapse of the manorial 
system was accompanied by the appearance of a new labor force that owned little or no 
Capital and had nothing to sell but its labor power. Mobility was substantially increased as 
workers were induced by monetary incentives to leave their villages and towns to seek a 
better life. Thus, men gained their freedom but lost their traditional security under the 
manorial system. 

The demise of feudalism was hastened by a number of developments in the 


fifteenth and sixteenth century. The most important was the enclosure movement which 
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had begun in England as early as the thirteenth century. It reached its peak in the late 
fifteenth and sixteenth century, when in some areas as much as three-quarters to 
nine-tenths of the tenants were displaced (Hunt, 1981). The enclosure movement was 
just part of the process to bring greater efficiency and specialization to agriculture. 
Increasingly, the owners came to regard their land as a form of capital which was to be 
used to generate pecuniary gains. Much land, including land formerly belonging to 
monasteries, passed into the hands of a new breed of men who were profit— and 
efficiency—conscious. They readily converted their holdings from arable to grazing or 
reconstituted the semi-communal and wasteful open-field system still to be found in 
many parts of England (Jordan, 1959). Large scale enclosure and agricultural 
rationalization created rural unemployment and structural over-population. Many tenants 
were forced to join a labor market already saturated. Many small farmers lost their means 
of livelihood and were turned into beggars. 

This process was accentuated by the mechanization of manufacturing. Much of 
manufacturing such as spinning and weaving had been carried on in homes throughout the 
country. Handicraft and agriculture supplemented each other. The introduction of power 
machinery made the industrial establishment, rather than the family, the basis of 
manufacturing, and took this work away from the rural areas. The village workers were 
thus deprived of a source of employment and income. This aggravated the already 
serious situation of rural unemployment and poverty (de Schweinitz, 1975). 

The problem of structural over-population was compounded by a rapid increase 
in population. It was estimated by Jordan (1959) that the population of England increased 
by as much as 40 percent between 1500 and 1600 and by another 30 percent in the 
first four decades of the seventeenth century. Although population growth generated 
agricultural and industrial expansion, the economy was unable to absorb all the excess 
population. Many rural parishes and urban areas were seriously over-populated from 
about 1550 onwards. 

These developments in the first two centuries of the early modern period further 
contributed to the breakdown of the feudal society. By the end of the fifteenth century, 
serfdom was virtually nonexistent in England. As Appleby (1978) has indicated, 


cooperative farming of the commons had created patterns of work, play, and ceremonial 
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activities that reinforced the corporate life of the village. The weak, the unfortunate, the 
strong, and the capable were all accepted as members of the same community. Enclosure 
and the pressure for efficient production, however, disentangled each person from this 
network of community obligations and promoted instead a sense of_ individual 
responsibility. Gradually, members of the English upper social strata disassociated 
themselves from the cohesive ties of a corporate society. The individual's right to be 
free and unhindered slowly gained precedence over the traditional notion of social 
obligations and mutual responsibility. 

The rapidly increasing volume of commerce, the growing demand for 
manufactured goods, the enclosure movement, and the inflation spiral during the 
sixteenth century enhanced the wealth and strengthened the power of the capitalist class. 
By the late sixteenth and early seventeenth century, most of the major English cities had 
been transformed into thriving economic centers dominated by merchant-capitalists. 
Mercantilism as a national policy was instituted to further enhance this economic and 
commercial development. On the other hand, many of the rural and urban workers were 
impoverished. There was a growing social and economic polarization. Using tax 
assessment data, Lis and Soly (1979) are able to show that by the 1530's, English rural 
society already manifested extreme socioeconomic inequality. London in 1594 had 
twelve times as many beggars as in 1517, although the capital's population had risen 
scarcely fourfold. Another study (Jernegan, 1931) shows that in 1615, about 40 percent 
of Sheffield’s population of 2,207 had to rely on charity. 

The development of a capitalist economy continued unabated in England in the 
seventeenth and eighteenth century. The stifling mercantilist policies failed to dampen 
private initiatives which expanded considerably during the middie decades of the 
seventeenth century. Political crises and general affluence reduced government 
interference and contributed to individual economic freedom. Toward the end of the 
seventeenth century, real income, domestic spendings, foreign exports, agricultural 
outputs, capital investments, and manufacturing all registered significant increases. This 
unprecedented prosperity not only consolidated the position of the new bourgeoisie, but 


also laid a firm foundation for England to enter the era of laissez-faire capitalism. 


FS 


aft atenvtiwtny ot Asawa sigetiv ati to sti siqndiqnos ry 


gxeciona VitNnmo5 srrig2 atitte avediniarn: ze paigatan tit ewe 
sirtt mont coptea. (ase DelgsAinesb jeyewon waitoube'g tse ti 
igubivibm Fo Senge 6 beaten beamed brs ermal ge 
hetsioceasabh siete: ianee Taga e fests.ece FOr " ISRNSeH 


+467. Moin sisubiyiba?’ ant visiose gtaogrod & to =61) oviesitod'* 


art. "avo 2INSOS ISG OS meg yiwale {t a 


ee 


~ 


~ ali (Ben OGea eh Me 


, oy ; 
- b lene ‘ onNwow ty) 32) a Libel @ee, ) Ssrwicy Qriabarset rene 


ae Le 
0 onitub ‘stics AOS Sm oie uSrsyan aaecine ett staan _ 
wel A nee 
15 feligheac Shi 74 wag sn Sere versie ore saw. sb. Ge rv iv 
Rea 
6 s\teoS ser SsAb to Fgom/ . waits. Pp Ssieewoe WR are ee » 
stpilations—ingriovem yd! baianinelg Srsyiso 2unaacos! PAYEE -OMNt Damiana 


nigtiGrooe tint scones enmuo hah tet eb Ao Snoaen. o 26 f 


ie 


Ofte: Iajur-erit.to yeas advert Senta aris der nancies f 
(AT ONVEL IONsTieiCG cimoesoe ons Bade, (vow .& cay Seri aT 
5 nh 


2 20S) st vl ted? were ot side 21a Vet) Yio8 rey: ical tee | 
bat) D2! of mabtosd, pyfilsezeny amor scaciaber ants xe beset ia eae | 
naz bert noRSkkios sishasd! eat diguedhs..1 1 Sn Be ashedd iooptinared 
wwe27s¢ 0) igods Cal m Tenrewcrte.i! negate dite ratttiomA blcbyast "S 


| con 
Mission oD Asti wakr9s. 3 SY ynoresiabey SS Ee ae 


ers fu SrBIGTS cl Walscigny’ GaYRUNeS yma, shld 1a spatgelever, eit. 4 x 


é 
x 
i 
a 
og 
al 
Cc) 


a 
( 


nscrtah 07. balint: 2eiod seliitesemn ocpte. ‘ari? vapime> dine sido unk: 
S53 * 2aceos0" sibejm efit" Uigenat) “als ‘ebig show’ hSghasty = howw, ahve: 
 (Ggerievop besubsy sonaulttn if\ecen oe jesars- leomie> jpadnas irree 
at 40. bap art StawoT moose Si nones4 : Ipubivibn|.of betudrincs ens 
as wiisings shogse gierc? 20mboace sicernigb moa, ah VOIEABS cht 


a on 


ait! 2denersor theaibingie bersteinen N& QOMLTSETUNEAT bie eanecieauty gaa: aegee | 


tua Sricagued oe Sh. 16 coiledd Scr balebligengs Ying: Toh yihegen', — a 
shaietiass alk stzsial 10)879' sft Fens ot anslgns 707 nohariot ‘mii? <twone 


4 


a 


39 


The !deological Scene 

Against this historical backdrop, one can identify at least three major sources of 
influence on the belief system in the early modern period. These are mercantilism, 
Puritanism, and the emerging liberalism. After the passing of the Middie Ages and before 
the consolidation of the liberal order, there was a long period of reconceptualization. The 
emergence of new ideas, the displacement of old ones, and the struggle for preeminence 
among divergent schools of thought generally paralleled the changing social structure and 
the conflict of economic interests. The triumph of the new bourgeoisie in the eighteenth 
and nineteenth century was also reflected in the establishment of liberalism as the 
ultimate world-view. 

In the wake of the disintegration of the medieval order, one of the most urgent 
tasks confronting the princes, statesmen, and the ruling elite of the fifteenth and 
sixteenth century was to put in place an alternative social and economic system. The 
problems facing the post-medieval English society were numerous: a debased currency, 
large scale emigration, the general eaniecen of industrial rules and standards, conflicts 
between employers and workers and between rival crafts, the threat of foreign 
competition, and the mounting problems of unemployment and destitution. As the Church 
was no longer in an all-powerful position, men looked to the state for solutions to their 
predicaments. Both the traditional ruling elite and the new merchant class welcomed the 
new role and the added power of the state. The alliance between the merchants and the 
monarchies helped subdue the efforts of feudal lords to retain some vestige of 
independent authority. The aspiring bourgeoisie saw in a strong central authority the best 
guarantee of its own survival and prosperity. The princes also recognized the value of 
this alliance because the greater the wealth the bourgeoisie could amass, the more 
powerful would be the state (Laski, 1936). 

These social conditions gave rise to mercantilism which was a response to the 
collapse of traditional authority by establishing new social institutions and by upholding a 
set of values deemed necessary for the maintenance of a viable social system. In 
response to the demise of the medieval Church, the state became the most important 
institution that held the many elements of society together and discharged many of the 


responsibilities formerly performed by the ecclesiastical community. Therefore, in its 
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initial phase, mercantilism simply transferred the ideas of social control from the Church 
to the state. Williams (1966) has correctly pointed out that the rise of mercantilism can 
be seen as an attempt to retain and adapt a Christian morality during a period of intense 
secularization. In this sense, it is more accurate to see mercantilism as a gradual transition 
from the feudal to the laissez-faire order. ' 

| But mercantilism is more than a collection of commercial and fiscal policies. It is 
more than a narrow ideology of the merchant class. As the great scholar of mercantilism, 
E. Heckscher (1962), has pointed out, mercantilism implied a general view of society and 
a Weltanschuung. It encompassed fairly elaborate views on society, the state, and the 
role of the individual. It also contained a theory of causality and how events were related 
to one another. However, the mercantile age, even at its height, failed to present a 
consistent body of social and economic ideas and policies. The era of early capitalism 
was in a state of flux and displayed the inevitable ideational conflicts between the old and 
the new. 

Both as a continuation of and a departure from medieval social thought, 
mercantilism was characterized by its conception of society. The Biblical injunction to 
promote the general welfare and common good of God's corporate world and its 
creatures was taken seriously by mercantilists. At the same time, there was a growing 
tendency on the part of mercantilists to define God's estate as the civil society in which 
the individual Christian lived. They stressed the importance of the relationships and 
obligations between man and man. Mercantilism’s emphasis on corporate responsibility 
was indicated by a series of social legislation enacted during this period. Their harshness 
notwithstanding, the Statute of Artificers (1563) and the various Poor Laws were based 
on the premise that it was the responsibility of the state to look after the general welfare 
of its citizens. It is in accordance with this spirit that John Cook, a barrister, said in 1648, 
"Governours must of necessity and in all reason provide for the preservation and 
sustenance of the meanest members, he that is but as the little toe of the Bodie Politique’ 
(quoted in Appleby, 1978: p. 56). 

This corporate conception of society was reinforced by the organismic view 
prevalent during the early phase of this period. Society was seen as an integrated whole, 


with all its elements interrelated with one another. It was often likened to an organism or 


=. ; : a 
ri i 7 7 
— nn 
4 hawt 
a aa 
= =) = 


Tae am WS i ie 


es a & ar : qi = - 


dorsi srt met? iodrian Isioo to emabi att beristensw viqmie'm 
nso memineanern ta sei aettstad? tue bamica tie myeeene> os 5 since 
eens to polisg.s QR yriipion neii2itind: 2 bbe. bra filed Bs aon oo 

noitecsy! igubaTe 2 2s mevansageM See oF sietuete wor ei oan 


nabroia +-sheeish gr 


21 1 aeisitog Tesait bre lesen to: noieia? Roem ar si 


aa 


mraiithaatertt 6 ‘élorioe isang ett babe fests tnecidah rit 49 (polo 


& 
bes gheisoe Tc yen Ie7erneR 5 iadllians mmoMiinan ject PyeEA) netelollie tn 
od 5oG . Sinfa an? yiemoe IO avian sired = yur” -Dgeq samegntis lige 
aateios sia) eiriave worl SAB yiiBe ua 1c ORAS Jenpros, ave ei 
a5 ngue ate siinsaterm ae set sl 


art wave bos gag) 24h sr@aa one fies ¥en 1 


6 Mees oO! Oehet ress = 


; 
ia 
: 

e 

a 

D 
i 
SY 


one biG aft raaurred cfailtnos IeNCNEEn) sicetiver Bus pe yeiqaie ihre iste: to 


(Qwers §sisoe ‘Bysisam 4AOR? Swe weas < iia bie) rianeuclitop & Pee 
ot dopordinh pated aT \yigisds. to. coitcsscca-er we itadicasichartinle r 
an ove bit Bodies. 2ban ta Boos commas igs Sate joanag art 
griwi pe -eeinishy iar sinsé iit eg pinaaain Ve Ydonwcineiet Be. 
‘ily ny ststdos- david df 28-etemee te bod “onit tabvog ‘eatin orn tap ne 
bre zhitienduslén, err to Sogeegm set besser) yaaT. meu ralrernt 
| vilidiehoqast: sis oS ian ny eiasagng a 2 ci) ati ‘‘Wsiviac & 
2enteren Wad? dog ef grup Hatsanp ncittlaipplpeisge-? de Le 
based a:ay @w6.j 1605 BLe; ey SAY Bie ad SSoneiA jean - 
awe Maw istaneo art fetiesinoiniiarsie * sie +6 tichanes oars 
BST pi bike satzitee B Joe ACE Sat? tinige: out ice =nebgeeid 
Shs olsvaaee tc Snr 10F sbiverg no2san ‘lis.sH) Som: yaaa Yoana 


aupdiloy sisce att to act sitiil an? a8 10d 2 sari ete 


“3 


weiy arnaidéegie art qa tesisinies Rew @aiser ste 


slot valeigsini NG 28 nage es pati se ‘naling ant 1 
1 meingpio ns oO! pene) matt zw ) 


a) 


41 


a piece of intricate machinery with many interdependent parts. Bishop Richard Sanderson, 
personal chaplain to Charles |, compared society to a clock and the human body: 
And as in the artificial body of a clock one wheel moveth another, and each 
part giveth and receivedth help to and from other, and as in the natural body 
of men, consisting of many members, all the members have not the same 
office, for that would make a confusion, yet there is no member in the body 
SO mean and small, but hath its proper faculty, function, and use, whereby it 
becometh useful to the whole body (quoted in Breen, .1966: p. 276). 
Because of this conception of society, it was deemed essential that the state consciously 
balance and accommodate the various elements of society in order to advance the 
well-being of the whole. 

The organismic conception also implies that the whole is greater than the sum of 
its parts. Unlike laissez-faire advocates, mercantilists did not believe that what was good 
for the individual was necessarily good for the collectivity. Neither did they consider the 
collective good as the sum total of individual interests. A seventeenth-—century 
pampheteer maintained that "the great profit which particular men may make, is for the 
most part directly opposite to the interest of the publick” (quoted in Appleby, 1978: p. 
109). In a similar manner, Samuel Fortrey warned, "Private advantages are often 
impediments of public profit” (quoted in Williams, 1966: p. 53). Because of this potential 
incongruity between private gains and public benefits, mercantilists insisted that it was 
the duty of the state to reconcile the conflicting interests, unavoidably in society's favor. 
They maintained that the welfare of society as a whole could be achieved only by means 
of the active and paternalistic guidance of the state. 

Mercantilists had no faith in the famous hidden hand or natural harmony so well 
promoted by later classical economists. Instead, they believed that in order to produce 
certain desired results, one must manipulate prior events. Because of this preoccupation 
with causes behind social phenomena, mercantilists argued that it was useless to punish 
unavoidable results without removing their causes. Heckscher (1962) has suggested that 
in the eyes of mercantilists, social causation was not automatic. Instead, they believed that 
there were many tasks statesmen could do to influence the direction of causation. It is in 
this way that mercantilism could combine the view of a society shaped by powerful 


forces of social causation with the faith in state intervention. Thus, one of the basic 


tenets of mercantilism is the belief that socially desirable outcomes must be brought 


about through good and proper policies. 


a 
"> all 
é A + aneged’ cam. itive yrenwione Ss 
nce weres bation gorziG .ahag Inshnegen emi yiant Hye) ¥ — 
ue { 7% 
c ; _ 1 ar er 3ah~4 nf 
yboe nemun sft hha ool OF WelsGe ae sais aha af Sty 
7 7 i 
: =n. tavern japity era AIS oe iP RE, Seer 
f 2 ? al % y 5 ae - +. 
7 fi 26: 0G *?SriG most mel ; ‘ t Y tes Orie: ai 
: rf 1 a , Tie ” P we ih ls bs =1% 0 gee > 
> ; Sven. SiSataere’ anit G:C EAs Sy (TS Berea 
* . : d A ay é nee > 
{ iAarey ay 3) Biane tS0 Aiea: 5 Say TGs MN Jari NG 
} nitare? wrilost aoe Cc . Mehre ee 
« , eh writing - 
aT a4 %, 11 RATS “~ lelece sie t ivisawhA 
> ™ at ee &, 
=\ 
3 y 16 3NO4 
/ SS alegre 9 siineeze DSMenn’ esw jigino2 tS AOTSSShOe = 
= ae | » ' soe — Sime ti S 3 TS :" Taos 
loner eat 70. ee 
> + ~~ 
= ~ Teh, 7 ~ 2) ‘ agit 5 Az - is St Bay] vin 
2 ‘. art 3 rd on of 2 bois \saleoe ys" s} “eee 
nin ; tiwitsailoa ear’ }-oa@eb vireeesoar 2 a) isk sia oea 
. : ca 
ceo nivmains 2579 i: hey, ot hed’ mide - Se Se boop avi 
: a 7 7A - 
: ; d , apes ie @ ~ mee (ae 1 O- 7. > Ps 
Sti 1a? SJem vem nad telson) (sir! 7 oc, SS ere TGS eer ereeee vets vr 
Soaps 
' 4 _ = = at i 
TO! vdsigad ai Haroun) Walldud ory to 2esaialed? of ehgegee eats eq 
e705 spatnsibe wevii barssw eric? leas 2° hereson _. ‘ rf 
af i st Yo geusesé (2 q SALI amcikW nt beloGnl Blow clea Se eh ysmnibe 
/ = ; =fhe 2 
: ; 
si! heateien clzlitaaatem 27\\ered 3  Quae-enareoRD prey | ected vive M208 
; 7 id ars - 4‘? te : 
4 J ae Be. ~ a" ~ er S 
7 2 yieios-14 car Banu 222309 aot ita 4 ele aq ai Lees 9 oF Stale Sry | o 
be : : 
‘ ; ars als 
maar vd ving bevevise sd biyas glonw = 25 “Smee 3m Swtiow oft <OP7 Gens ie 
. on 


alee ar } ‘. 34165! Wy Sai james ‘GS sito & 


.~. 


lisvs oe \nommMert eis Wo Saer Subd suck Se me Anpt oe bes shine 7: 


* | VA oe 
asubowg Sree. fi tert beveiee ysat besten: elewasitad ‘steals “8%ei ya batlomes 
pi re: | vy = 
reidsQuasoeig-<iit 70’ qeuncs& aingus iggigis isiwapi ct aah an hie orvaeb * 
Pia Weeden. Fs ek ph. 


teil, oF eadlady eM Suet Beeps etetionao em seinen arig ee prwrteci eoauce 4 
‘ r +y 

At neteiggye ear Kee?! eriesoeH zesles vent Nebr: Tape eiuner sianir 

+ bewailed dort © sian SHEINGIUS Jon 2s onli ulic eesee : stern een fo eyes 


mein noueelise = vl ant “sacgults oc? 6b bugs “Amit Ea 2800? MrEeh a 


=~ 


ee: yo. Reaada taldoe s 16 wey ait andmed | deceit sat ¢ 
a a 

| <8 ad ad “ ey aur Povnsyrwetal giste ou tidy 7 sbiy Sits Sere 
a ang od i Ve < = i 


i oc rau sorta sldstieot ‘Vili’ “Sei a f 


: ali Hix 
var TA Be 53 - 


aT ta fe 


_ 7 


- os _ 


42 


As the position of the new bourgeoisie became stronger and as capitalist 
institutions became more established, mercantilism and its attendant ideological 
perspectives were received with less and less enthusiasm. Many tenets of mercantilism 
were openly challenged. Increasingly, the new bourgeoisie, as well as the traditional 
English ruling aristocracy, turned to a new ideology, liberalism. More and more, they 
tended to regard state interference, the idea of corporate responsibility, and the 
subordination of individual interests to collective well-being as outmoded and having 
injurious effects on their capitalistic pursuits. On the other hand, the principles of laissez 
faire offered them greater opportunities and a better justification to engage in 
unrestraint exploitation and the accummulation of wealth. The muted hostility toward 
mercantilism, already noticeable before the Puritan Revolution, turned into an open 
ideological revolt by the eighteenth century. 

Before analyzing the nature of the emerging liberal ideology, it is necessary to 
take a closer look at Puritanism and its role in shaping the English world-view in the early 
modern period. Like mercantilism, Puritanism can be seen as a belief system of a 
transitional period. It inherited some of the traditional religious doctrines; but it also 
contained many new belief elements that were conducive to the ultimate triumph of the 
liberal order in the eighteenth and nineteenth century. The importance of Puritanism also 
rests on the fact that before liberalism became an established ideology, many people 
who reacted against feudalism and mercantilism and who harboured new visions and 
ambitions consciously or unconsciously used Puritanism as an ideological expression. 

Puritanism's tie to the past was evident in its emphasis on providentialism, its 
views toward wealth particularly during the early phase of the Puritan movement, and its 
organismic conception of society. Providence was a traditional Christian concept, but it 
was Protestantism which gave providence prominence as an explanatory system in the 
Elizabethan and Stuart period. Predestination was an important doctrine in Calvinist 
theology. Puritans saw God's guiding hand in every event in life. They believed that there 
was a. hidden meaning to social reality. Every happening could thus be explained by 
reference to God's overall scheme for man (Donagan, 1981; Harvey, 1979). It could also 
be used to justify inequality among men. For instance, William Perkins, a Puritan divine, 


stated: "Persons are distinguished by order, whereby God hath appointed, that in every 
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society one person should be above or under another, not making all equall” (quoted in 
Foster, 1971: p. 102). This is similar to Aquinas's view that there was a divine plan in the 
universe which called the individual to his special place in the economy of things (Laski, 
1936). 

Nothwithstanding the popular belief that the Protestant ethic was congenial with 
the spirit of capitalism, the Puritan movement, at least in its initial phase, held an 
ambivalent attitude toward riches. The Puritan doctrine of the stewardship of wealth was 
similar to the views on wealth and private property held by the medieval Church. Wealth, 
claimed the medieval theologians, was not meant for man’s self indulgence but was a 
necessary means whereby he accomplished his God-appointed missions on earth. 
Ownership of wealth carried with it social obligations, particularly toward the unfortunate. 
Early Puritans were constantly reminded of the danger of excessive wealth. Buying cheap 
and selling dear was sinful, warned William Ames, unless bounded within certain limits. 
William Perkins admonished that wealth should only be accummulated to the point of 
sufficiency (Dorfman, 1946). | 

Another aspect of Puritanism which resembled medieval Christian teaching and 
mercantilist ideology was its organismic view of society. William Ames, for instance, 
wrote: 

..every man is bound to prefer a publike person, or the community before 

himselfe. For the good of the whole is more to be valued than the good of 

any one part (quoted in Breen, 1966: p. 276). 
Other Puritans like Robert Cleaver, John Dod, and William Gouge also believed that "no 
man is borne for himself.” But, at the same time, the Puritan emphasis on individual's 
one-to-one relationship with God and personal salvation through faith promoted and 
nourished individualism in religion. Individualism in religion, as Tawney (1963) has pointed 
out, led to an individualistic morality which, in turn, led to a weakening of the corporate 
conception of society. 

While the social character of wealth was emphasized by early Puritan theologians, 
the doctrine of calling and the Calvinist work ethic, if pursued to their logical conclusion, 
tended to negate their earlier views on wealth. To receive a calling from God was to 
obey a divine command to live a certain kind of life and to pursue single-mindedly and 


methodically this livelihood. Calvinist Protestantism demanded asceticism and hard work 
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as a fundamental Christian obligation (Foster, 1971; Rodgers, 1979). John Robinson 
(1970), an important Puritan leader in the seventeenth century, wrote: 

It is a blessing upon every one that feareth the Lord, and walks in his wayes, 

that he shall eat the labour of his hands. And, he that without his own labour 

eyther of body or mynd, eats the labour of other mens hands onely, and lives 

by their sweat, is but like unto lice, and such other vermine. Let every godly 

Christian, in his place, say with Christ, "| must work the works of him that sent 

me, while it is day; the night cometh when no man can work” (p. 67). 
This work ethic had wide influence, particularly on mercantilist policies on employment 
and poverty. Mercantilists agreed with Hartlib who said, "The law of God saith, ‘he that 
will not work, let him not eat” (quote in Tawney, 1963: p. 220). They also agreed that 
while the poor and destitute should be assisted, the payment must be mediated through 
work, even if the work was as useless as "to bring the Stones at Stonehenge to Tower 
Hill” (quoted in Appleby, 1978: p. 144). Idleness was seen as the greatest evil. 

The unintended effects of combining the doctrine of calling with the work ethic 
were that an individual would likely get out of his place by becoming wealthy and that the 
medieval principle of production for consumption would be replaced by the capitalistic 
principle of production for profit. As early as 1616, John Downame stated that "because 
the Scriptures require, that we should be bountiful in good works, this should increase 
our care and diligence in preserving and increasing by our honest and paineful labours on 
our callings, and by our frugall husbanding and thriftie spending of our goods, that so 
having greater plentie we may be the richer in good workes’ (quoted in Foster, 1971: pp. 
110-111). Similarly, John Preston, Master of Emmanual College, Cambridge, wrote in 
1633 | 

God calls not a man to trust in himselfe to make riches his ayme and end, to 
seeke excess, superfluity and abundance... our ayme must bee GODS glory 
and the publique good, and then GOD will cast riches upon us as our wages 
(quoted in Foster, 1971: p. 111; original emphases). 

While certain Puritan doctrines were firmly rooted in the past, new beliefs and 
attitudes with respect to wealth, work, and individualism represented a radical departure 
from the medieval tradition. The fairly wide-spread acceptance of these new ideas 
signified a major historical turning point The rise of the Puritan movement and the 
economic and social transformation in the sixteenth and seventeenth century were not 


coincidental. The relationship between the "Protestant ethic” and the "spirit of capitalism” 


has been discussed by many social scientists and historians, and it will take us too far 
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afield to examine this debate in details. Suffice to point out that industrial development 
and commercial expansion fostered the ascent of the bourgeoisie which found in 
Puritanism a congenial system of values and beliefs. Puritan individualism and 
nonconformity, in turn, gave impetus to and were compatible with capitalistic expansion. 

Those who played a vanguard role in the Puritan movement were also likely to be 
those who were engaged in industrial and commercial activities. The ideological and 
spiritual affinity between the rising enterpreneurial class and the participants of the 
Puritan movement has been noted by Tawney (1963) and Hill (1953, 1964, 1969). Hill has 
pointed out that as a social, as well as a religious, phenomenon, English Puritanism 
flourished in the ports and industrial areas like East Anglia and the western clothing 
counties and the market towns. Puritans were mostly yeomen, artisans, and small and 
middling merchants. In other words, Puritanism appealed especially to the smaller 
employers and self-employed men, both in town and in country. The emerging 
enterpreneurial class found in Puritanism a powerful ideological weapon to attack the 
vestiges of feudalism and the mercantile system. They also found in the Calvinist 
doctrines justifications for their pecuniary motives, their dislike for external constraints, 
and their desire for individual liberty. As Parrington (1927) has suggested, it is no mistake 
to regard the Puritan Revolution in the seventeenth century as basically a rebellion of the 
aspiring bourgeoisie, whose expanding commercial interests demanded a larger measure 
of freedom than a paternal king and a landed aristocracy were willing to grant. In addition, 
one of the prerequisites for large scale industrial development was the existence of a 
pool of free labor. Thus, the enterprensurial class also needed a body of ideas that would 
emphasize the dignity of labor for its own sake and would be critical of both the 
extravagant rich and the idle poor. They found both in Puritanism. As Tawney (1963) puts 
‘it, to the landowners who opposed the poor rates, and the manufacturers who abhored 
rising labor costs, the Puritan religion offered the comforting assurance that morality 
would be enhanced by a reduction in both. In this way, religious and economic values 
fused into a powerful ideology which emphasized individual responsibility, freedom from 
external authority, economic pursuits, and the work ethic. 

Having reached its height during the late sixteenth and early seventeenth century, 


Puritanism started to wane after the Restoration. Appleby (1978) has posited that the 


ingengcisven lanizubo ish tuo niGs Ot anittue eheret m aiace8. 2 


a s7 ere Y 

4 brwet ratriw siemapided. erty To wisdta sti? Serereot riots 
se omzilevbivibin neti > ,aigiied) ore SHG) TD matey: 
nolenanke Stcileriges mit aldifernos stays Ss Gf 2015474 wig 0d 2 


ad ot vied offs Brew abe vOrT ete? any a) Slot ao a buQnay voile 4 ty <9 


4 at) 
om @omolosh Sty -cailivive- leSi3emmes pie lerheuory yee bani ioe 
a . i — see +4 rt 5 a, 
ae ree “matnsee etl ae iy 22614 ~it As C2 sHtS cyialatd ay bier fF aes e 
wt; Oo 2reea 6] “f%) iB 25/2 eh weans se a he is Kine is 
——-— - 


pir ik (O68? SRT SRST Wi bng4ESEN yaniva’ wo ezan fend net an 


eingwimst. celipnd .consmoneia sadowiet a 25 lig, ‘es iBiaGes ‘e Ss wok eo 


as E <I 


niemioi cagizaw ont ons allanh fae. CEA gee 16 igitteube: oe 7 eMoR Sarena 
no Kia ennedte ae aati aya “natiaps  snwet reser ‘get my tem 
collins en? of vilbi0eges cCemedie ct eur apne. atta: nt -atplestondie @ 
anigieme ar “Hos Fl Wie BWvor.ri dio” a8 \ beyolonns-ee ive 7 =f 
= : ) 29 : oe 
wi whats oF nodee~ iguipolosht Pye wo & mainte out eal - | 
tame set ne Gusti cele yer? nisteys.gH7 xy aw, Wa ies Wo oae 
sfrieiienoa srivselxs 107 SAleiD Ws, cavucre amuse wee iat eroks / 
arauT: oe : ~aragnile slew Sell parnenede 7h ynsdil pei ana wer 
wy 4 val 
ati Yo nodioda= a \/diesdids, yess rieesine Sa nly. on sola vee dating on om 
Suizeen eplal ehnebadirah 312679) 01k PASTS Sribratehes seeriw: Seopqucd 
AOGES Ol Bi oT ENN Sew Yeeros he e hebnely Gne oy farang ryt bie: 
» to sonetaive! sit VaR ys 9 Jaltioush euida| Sgr! Hoy ‘eatin ng oat? Yo 
bioow Jarhaseb 19yood #3) nabs" Tele 2251S ist aragaising § ett, aa sapssaitcoes a 
ant ida. to legit od Gow Bas sisz sic ann ay {anet an iu oh 
aa 
sug RA yormia Wass pet 1 Aho tinue! st (SH? 200g fui APOE Roe 
OSiOres tw Sle elins Aare, 2/77 PO Fale. 1o0q SA} nes cgdG Ori. eanere or 
2 Om 
yillsronm Jams’ Bors wees gti unds a err aS noigtst mete att aren 
SAE . Serle D6; 2u0'D!s* ‘SS Sifts: oH Sind rm nolroudagie 2 Bihowing 


mot mobaey Sat hha subiy bn-basitscanie nace AECIGSD; pameerers: 


“ 


wrainas finseinause yas brs enserxiz etal arts chain abaieeate 
ott tert hehiedg zsh (BVP!) ydsiqaA noltee12oF eri: Yat: Sig on benste santa 


46 


disappearance of religious reference in the writings on trade after 1660 indicates that 
economic virtues could be defended on purely economic Seuupda The social values 
associated with Calvinist Protestantism - economic rationalism, work discipline, and 
asceticism — survived but lost their religious significance. Frugality and industry, like 
interest charging and land enclosure, were recommended on the basis of their utilitarian 
rather than spiritual ends. Another indication of the weakening of Puritan influence was 
the loss of appeal of the idea of providence. Donagan (1981) has noted that while 
Protestants continued to acknowledge God's overall plan for mankind, by the end of the 
seventeenth century the use of providential explanations had become quite rare. In fact, 
the idea was increasingly challenged by thinkers and writers. Writing in 1646, Peter 
Chamberlen refused to accept the belief that the rich and the poor had been called to 
their respective position by divine ordinance. He asked, "Is there a necessity in nature, 
reason, or religion that they that are rich must be continually so, and they that are poor 
must be always so?” (quoted in James, 1966). It became more common to identify the 
unfolding of the providential plan with the operation of the laws of nature. This 
secularization trend was perhaps partly due to the much improved economic position of 
the believers. Hill (1969) has noted that the Quakers were complaining about a decline in 
religious zeal as members of their community prospered. A cycle that many pious 
Christians found disturbing was evident: godliness led to hard work which led to wealth 
which led to ungodliness. 

A third major ideological influence, particularly in the latter part of this period, 
was liberalism. Liberalism did not come of age until the eighteenth and nineteenth century, 
but its gathering momentum was noticeable as early as the seventeenth century. Under 
the combined pressure of industrialization and urbanization, the old landed aristocracy 
either lost its traditional dominance or was forced to alter its political and social 
orientations and to coalesce with the rising bourgeoisie. The strengthening of the 
capitalist economy meant that the market gradually substituted the state as the dominant 
economic institution. This, in turn, affected the relationships between capital and labor 
and between society and the dependent classes. Such a major social restructuring 


inevitably precipitated substantial changes in the ideological sphere. 
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One can see the infusion of laissez-faire ideas and the loosening up of 
mercantilist thinking, particularly in the latter part of the seventeenth century and the early 
part of the eighteenth century. It is during this period that writers started to pay attention 
to major economic forces such as demand and consumption. They began to recognize 
the interrelationship between consumption and production. It was believed that men’s 
insatiable appetite to consume could induce a higher level of production and could bring 
forth greater prosperity. There was.a related change with respect to people's 
perspective on wealth. Gardiner said, "There is no other use of Riches but to purchase 
what serves our Necessity and Delight” (quoted in Appleby, 1978: p. 173). This linkage of 
wealth with personal gratification represents a major departure from the medieval 
emphasis on the social character of wealth. People no longer saw ownership of wealth 
as implying merely the privilege of stewardship; they realized the potential to use wealth 
freely, unhindered by any sense of mutual obligation. 

Another new idea gaining wide acceptance during the last decades of the 
seventeenth century Hass the belief that economic processes were governed by 
impersonal and mechanical forces and conformed to the laws of nature. Charles Davenant 
stated in 1696: "Trade is in its Nature free, finds its own Channel, and best directeth its 
own Course” (quoted in Appleby, 1978: p. 191). He also admonished against elaborate 
trade regulations: "Wisdom is most commonly in the Wrong, when it pretends to direct 
Nature” (p. 191). Economic writers of the Restoration period discovered the underlying 
regularity of free market activities. They contended that an economy functioning in 
accordance with the laws of supply and demand needed no external direction. Appleby 
(1978) is right in suggesting that no more powerful idea came out of the seventeenth 
century than that of a natural order of economic relations largely unsusceptible to social 
and political tinkering. 

In a similar revolt against the traditional corporate and organismic conceptions of 
society, the seventeenth and eighteenth century thinkers embraced a new theory that saw 
society as composed of isolated individuals, each of whom could best look after his own 
interest. According to this atomistic view, priority was assigned to the ultimate 
components out of which an aggregate was composed. Organizations and institutions, 


rather than being supreme, were regarded as artificial entities created for the sole 
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purpose of serving the needs of individuals. The corollary of this atomistic view of 
society was the recognition that man was by nature self-seeking (Girvetz, 1950). Writing 
| in 1695, Charles Davenant said, "The supream power can do many things, but it cannot 
alter the Laws of Nature, of which the most originall is, That every man should preserve 
himself" (quoted in Appleby, 1978: p. 187; emphasis added). The well-being of society 
was seen as the sum total of individual interests. Therefore, any interference with an 
individual's attempt to pursue his interest was considered socially undesirable. 

These changes in people's conceptions about the individual, the economy, society, 
and nature, insignificant at first, gradually turned into a torrent that swept away the 
ideological superstructure of the feudal Baa mercantile eras. A drift toward laissez faire 
in England was noted during the Restoration period. The tendency became a movement in 
the eighteenth century. Laski (1936) sums up aptly this transformation in political terms: 

In a sense, perhaps, it is true to say that Adam Smith completes an evolution 
that had been continuous from the Reformation. The latter substituted the 
prince for the church as the source of rules which regulate social behaviour. 
Locke and his school substituted Parliament for the prince as better fitted to 
pervade them with social purpose. Adam Smith went a stage further and 


added that, with minor exceptions, there was no need for Parliament to 
interfere at all (p. 180). 


Explanations of Poverty 

When explanations of poverty made during the early modern period are 
examined, one cannot help but be amazed by the wide variety of causes identified by 
contemporary writers. Not only did poverty attract a lot of attention and comments, the 
explanations offered for its existence represented a multitude of views. It is argued that 
this reflects the transitional nature of the period, with old ideas lingering on and new 
ones emerging. Thus, as social conditions evolved and as one school of thought was 
gradually replaced by another, one type of explanation became outmoded and another 
type gained currency. 

One indication of this period's linkage with the past was its perception of poverty 
in traditional religious terms. The influence of medieval Christian teachings, particularly the 
belief of providence, was evident, at least before the onslaught of liberal ideas. Poverty 
was not understood in and of itself, but was seen as part of the overall purpose and plan 


which God had laid down for man. It was commonly accepted that God had ordained an 
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unequal, hierarchical society and that wealth and poverty were natural outcomes of this 
providential arrangement. In this way, poverty and its relation to the whole social order 
were made meaningful and morally acceptable (Harvey, 1979). An example of this point 
of view was given by William Ames who counselled that miserable though they might be, 
the poor must not "murmur against the providence of God, or use unlawful means to help 
themselves” (quoted in Dorfman, 1946: p. 13). The traditional idea that inequality allowed 
the poor to learn to be humble and the rich to be charitable was also used frequently to 
justify the existence of poverty. For instance, James Foster, a clergyman, claimed that 
without poverty, "there would not be such opportunities for contentment (in the face of 
hardship) and a patient submission to providence, as a low and penurious condition 
affords,” and that without the existence of the poor, the more prosperous would be 
deprived of the opportunity to display their "benevolent and communicative temper” in all 
"its proper dignity and lustre” (quoted in Viner, 1972: p. 101). Richard Sibbes also 
maintained that God sent outward need "so as it makes way for poverty of spirit; that as 
they are poor, so they have a mean esteem of themselves. It makes them inwardly more 
humble” (quoted in Breen, 1966: p. 281). 

It was pointed out earlier that Puritans were often uneasy about wealth. Similarly, 
their explanations of poverty often revealed this psychological ambivalence. On the one 
hand, poverty was seen as part of God's providential scheme for man, a means to test 
their faith, and a chance for the wealthy to be charitable. On the other hand, many 
Puritans suspected that poverty was God's punishment for some hidden sin and an 
indication of the absence of grace. This ambiguity is revealed by the contradictory causes 
they attributed to poverty. "This poverty in it selfe and by it selfe,” observed William 
Ames, "hath no crime in it, or fault to bee ashamed of: but is oftentimes sent from God 
to the godly, either as a correction, or triall and searching, or both’ (quoted in Breen, 
1966: p. 281). But most Puritans had much harsher views. Referring to the beggars, 
Perkins said, "They are (for the most part) a cursed generation... They joyne not 
themselves to any setled congregation for the obtaining of Gods Kingdome, and so this 
promise belongs not to them” (quoted in Hill, 1952: p. 40). Thus, despite his providential 
view, as pointed out previously, Perkins believed that wickedness and original sin, 


coupled with the unwillingness to work, were the primary causes of beggary. 
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As religion became less and less the pivotal institution, around which human 
activities took place, references to sin, providence, or the spiritual significance of 
poverty became less frequent, and religious explanations were increasingly replaced by 
or fused with explanations of a secular nature. Those who refused to blame the poor for 
their plight tended to attribute poverty not to providence but to social factors as many 
mercantilists dic; and those who felt that the poor were to blame tended to attribute 
poverty to the character and moral defects of those in need as members of the aspiring 
bourgeoisie were increasingly inclined to do. 

The early modern period, particularly in its initial phase, is distinguishable from the 
periods preceding and following it by the emphasis it placed on the social genesis of 
poverty. This is, in large part, due to the influence of mercantilism on contemporary 
social thinking. As Mencher (1967) has pointed out, mercantilism inherited the medieval 
notion of causation being beyond individual control. However, in moving from a religious 
to a secular orientation, mercantilists assigned some of the responsibilities for poverty 
and other social evils to structural dislocations and actively intervened to remedy those 
conditions. The mercantilist belief in social causation convinced them that effective 
actions should be directed to causes and not effects. As poverty was seen as arising 
from economic and social malfunctioning, it was argued that repressive measures against 
idleness, vagrancy, and beggary were mostly futile. The major mercantilist thinkers 
generally affirmed the innocence of the poor. For instance, Lord Shaftsbury insisted that 
"poverty and necessity (were) no faults’ of the individual but were the consequences of a 
poor system (quoted in Williams, 1966: p. 51). Influential writers such as Sir Matthew 
Hale, Sir William Petty, Sir Josiah Child, and Sir Francis Brewster defended the poor 
against accusations that they were to blame for their poverty. Instead, mercantilists and 
many of their contemporaries pointed to a number of social conditions that, in their 
opinions, were responsible for the plight of an increasing number of people. In particular, 
they identified enclosure, the exploitation of the poor by the rich, lack of employment, 
low wages, and business uncertainty as the chief culprits. 

As early as 1515, Sir Thomas More, in his Utopia, which was by no means a 
typical mercantilist document, noted the disastrous consequences of the enclosure 
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movement. He described the displaced husbandmen who were compelled to “...depart 
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away, poor, seyle (innocent), wretched fools, men, women, husbands, wives, fatherless 
children, widows, woeful mothers, with their young babes... out of their known and 
accustomed homes, finding no place to rest in... And when they have wandered abroad... 
what can they else do but steal... or else go about begging. And yet then also they be cast 
in prison as vagabonds, because they go about and work not: whom no man will set to 
work, though they never so willingly profer themselves thereto” (quoted in Jernegan, 
1931: p 176). This situation was given official recognition. The Act of 1533-1534 (25 
Henry VIlL, c13; st, iii 451) declared that owing to the union of farms and the change 
from arable to pasture land, "a marvellous number of the people of this realm... be so 
discouraged with misery and poverty that they fall daily to theft, robbery, and other 
inconvenience, or pitifully die from hunger and cold” (quoted in Ashley, 1966: p. 353). 
Unlike liberals of the eighteenth and nineteenth century, mercantilists did not 
regard wealth that was obtained by whatever means and at whatever cost as necessarily 
beneficial to society as a whole. As a matter of fact, the unscrupulous exploitation by the 
rich was often condemned as a cause of poverty and suffering. Brinklow, a zealous 
Protestant of the mid-sixteenth century, accused the landlords for charging exorbitant 
rents "so that the pore man that laboryth and toyleth upon it, and is hys slave, is not able 
to lyve” (quoted in Gray, 1967: p. 7). Henry Arthington, writing in 1597, laid the blame for 
rural poverty principally on the wasteful landowners who rack their tenants in order to 
live in luxury. The enclosers, the covetous landlords, and the ruthless corn merchants, he 
aserted, were the "poor makers” of the age (Jordan, 1959). Cooke, an Anglican and a 
former member of the government of Charles |, writing in the 1640's, attributed the 
growth of poverty to the self interest of engrossers, alehouse keepers, and landowners. 
He denounced the engrossers who looked merely to their own interest and the alehouse 
keepers who not only engrossed the barley that should have gone to feed the poor, but, 
by their encouragement of drunkenness, contributed to social disorder (James, 1966). 
Henry Peacham, a contemporary of Cooke, believed that the existence of want and 
misery was due to a small number of men who “brood over and watch... day and night’ 
the vast estates that they had accummulated with the result that the necessities of 


countless number of people remained unrelieved (Jordan, 1959). 
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Writers of the sixteenth and seventeenth century were keenly aware of the 
effects of the economic system on the population. England was transforming itself into 
an industrial and commercial society. It also pebanie integrated into an international 
commercial network, over which people of one country had very little control. The 
adverse effects of these developments on the laboring populace was aggravated by the 
breakdown of traditional bonds between employers and employees, which left the 
working people with very little protection against the vicissitudes of free market forces. 
Thus, many writers of the period emphasized such factors as unemployment, 
under-employment, low wages, and the business cycle. In his work, Proposals for the 
Imploying of the Poor, Especially in and about London (1678), Thomas Firmin said: 

Do not imagine that all the poor people in England, are like unto those vagrants 

you find up and down in the streets: No, there are many thousands whose 

necessities are very great, and yet they do what they can by their honest labor 

to help themselves; and many times they would do more than they do, but for 

want of employment (quoted in de Schweinitz, 1975: p. 59; emphasis added). 
Similarly, Charles Davenant pointed out in 1695 that "If the Poor were always certain of 
work, and Pay for it, they would be glad to quit that Nastiness which attends a begging 
and lazy life” (quoted in Appleby, 1978: p. 148). The poverty generating effect of low 
wages was stressed by John Cary, a well-known merchant and writer of economic 
affairs. A workhouse scheme for girls in Bristol convinced him that "the great cause of 
begging did proceed from the low wages for labour; for after about eight months’ time 
our children could not get half so much as we expended in their provision” (quoted in 
Gray, 1967: p. 212). The effect of international market fluctuations was the concern of 
Thomas Mun, a director of the East India Company. He pointed out that fluctuations in the 
demand for cloth might “suddenly cause much poverty and dangerous uproars, specially 
by our poor people” (quoted in Wilson, 1969: p. 88). 

One fascinating feature about the discussion on the origin of poverty in the 
mercantile era is the recognition by some contemporary writers and thinkers of multiple 
causality, This, again, may be due to the existence of divergent schools of thought that 
tended to have different theories on poverty and its causes. In A Discourse of the 
Common Weal of this Realm of England, John Hales, a sixteenth century writer, 
presented the views on the causes of poverty of four occupational groups, knight, 


‘capper, husbandman, and merchant, representing landlords, artificers, tenants, and 


ot YO. srawe sinead Saw ycuiass Mineetnsyse brs bh gat 
oth Meet grinnotens wd saw brimipns A Aoiehidod- enti mapave: Ss 
ignodernem:. ms ot betexgein emaped. Sele tl apo: ‘ 
ait. Jovines elt ev bed yunges anc: to maeed Hah ae 
at yd beteye Nps 267 SOGQog anos! anf Aa andr 
oft fis) cdosmtw ssayoigme ons 2yeyolania, cgawisd aieod 


samaet fesrer 260* to-ae bulieZia art Teniads NoitsaTo%" SEAN! 


— 


mnamyoliamreanu 26 216los? sue Boxiserigme oposq Gr, ° _ sae 


art 10? 2lg26qarmd Arew,aip ot aids eesdietia Sis bné agai s (0) FESERIVE 


y) je 
nee nimti-esmot? (esa nobrie! 1wOds. ae al baer 


sinsiosy seorih orm ecieays nigipnd prSiGBea eae ehh soar “ re Dart OSS 
seniw sbvsevenl V7 aN! SNS eae aA crags are = ee eH) ‘ ae 

~odaliaetiod Neri vd tes Ven ie (Op gant fey’ Ona seit a tS ) a eR + 
' a 7. De. pul 

. pa 


107 fUa on yar? Ha 3 ea oiy Biucy geithsine yer g pe pe ar 


_ 


ippebs aiesfoms 6% Go -st Gry ss sas (J¢.9F it becebhe 
to MeMas 2vawis sew 1609 sri Woyad? FOR SA xis ape ora " 
ptiggsc 6 epnssia Ajit 2esaiieel) tar? Top. SF ‘beté's sd ore 18 ah 
nial te Osta Gollenap yneveg ett 1651 .d Bee deel nm) Retouph 'S 
pitieseh es: ea ain ong mMnsdsdan.cwond-liew, 6 visa fel vi baddat tected 
to Gauss iesip ert” seri “aut besaivnos orang vali 4g® 5: ah emanate: 
anit. 2fmnant rripis twats TEMS wt muvods! 15 1 23gew wat ot ron banaand bib 
Ai befell “Noemwatg, sist ai Bebndaxs aw sa uy Ges Tiny en Fort taeoo oneamieal 
"O M@DROS Ont egy enc iRUIRYR- TBs er enous Tate to-ddst anf ers a NGC fi 


anit © andiisutoultSAt io/osinioG oh. ‘vrscmoD aiggi Tae sitAe) eiieibs su 
ylipiaaere. 2960100) “Sug TSOCBD bra. yisvo J flavin etuss yinetbue’ tigi ehols 70F & - 

a8" q 2687 Agel betOum? “eigosg't0oqg wowed 
anit a) yhaevog to miehe ant no dolzeul2b, act tiode- e7uieet gmttmMoes? and rib et 
sigitivn to. arexnint he eyeinvy. weioqmanos smog y8 TeiepooEsy et zi ow elie, 
ler tiguert to ziegrice Sp IeVib. To gdnetelxy art ot sub aghysm Pikgs wil -ytiiqeuea i 
edz Yo e2mooeid A ql 2¢2ue7 2 bas ynavon ne sergeant newt tib aver ct beret 
Sthhw yalénpo ribrio gs xi S <2oisH sdol basing to miseh ait to leew comygnad 
mpind 2quedp. Isnadeduoso wo? to yinevog 1 2626s ar no aweiv, art beinseang 
bne inser 2teoiine eb reir! Qninsze gs) Ingrown ore oeribrkdew J eqayss 


oa 


merchants, respectively. Although all agreed that poverty was widespread in England, 
there was no consensus as to its causes. The husbandman blamed enclosure for high 
prices and unemployment. "Where XL persons had theire lyvings, nowe one man and his 
shepard hathe all,” the husbandman lamented (quoted in Johnson, 1937: p. 23). The capper 
was in substantial agreement with the view of the husbandman The knight, on the other 
hand, pointed out that sheep farming and rent increases were the only way for him to 
cope with rising prices and labor costs. Besides complaining about high prices and low 
income, the merchant also attributed the misery of the common people to the contraction 
of the market because of the "lacke of purchasing power” (Johnson, 1937). Another 
example of the awareness of multiple causation was Henry Arth’s discussion on the 
causes of poverty. Writing at the end of the sixteenth century, Arth maintained that while 
the poor were partly to blame, poverty was mainly due to the "poore makers.” 
Concerning the causes of the poore (as hath plainely explaned before) the 
same doth proceede partly from themselves through their idleness, etc., but 
more especially from the poore makers (whereof there be sundrie sorts 
before namea), who if they would surcease their immoderate excesse (as hath 
beene moved by many sounde reasons) the poore would gette daily releefs 
thereby (Tawney, 1924: p. 457). 

Marshall (1926) has noted that during the seventeenth century the great majority 
of the tracts dealing with the question of poverty were written in periods when the price 
of corn was high. This suggests that during the seventeenth century, poverty was still 
believed to be the result of circumstances rather than of personal degeneration. But by 
the eighteenth century, the change in economic outlook had become evident. Mercantilism 
was already on the defensive, and liberalism was rapidly gaining acceptance. This 
significant ideological shift induced major changes in the way poverty was causally 
interpreted. More and more people came to believe that the responsibility for poverty 
must be laid on the shoulders of the poor themselves. 

Although individualistic explanations were most common in the eighteenth and 
nineteenth century, they were not nonexistent in earlier periods. For example, in The 
Declaration of the humble Suit made to the King’s Majesty’s most honourable 
Council, by the Citizens of London, A.D. 1552, it was stated that "after due examination 
had, we evidently perceived that the cause of all this misery and beggary was idleness: 
and the mean and remedy to cure the same must be by its contrary, which is labour’ 


(Tawney, 1924: p. 307). Toward the end of the seventeenth century, such views became 
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commonplace. Macpherson (1962) has observed that moral delinquency of both the idle 
poor and the laboring poor was a constant theme of post-Restoration economic writing. 
Commenting in 1686 on the increase of poor rates, R. Dunning concluded that it was 
"Not occasioned by any Dearth or Scarcity of Necessitie there being never a greater 
plenty; nor for want of employment, there being never more, nor through smaliness of 
wages, that being never so great. But by Idleness, profuse Expenses, the ill-bringing up 
of children and the younger sort’ (quoted in Marshall, 1926: p. 31). About ten years later, 
in his Report to the Board of Trade, John Locke analyzed the causes of poverty: 

If the causes of the evil be looked into, we humbly conceive it will be found | 

to have proceeded neither from a scarcity of provision, nor from a want of 

employment for the Poor, since the goodness of God has blessed these times 

with plenty, no less than the former, and a long peace during two reigns gave 

as Plentiful Trade as ever. The growth of the Poor must, therefore, have some 

other cause, and it can be nothing else but a relaxation of disciplines and a 

corruption of manners (quoted in Marshall, 1926: p. 31). 

The first half of the eighteenth century is the final phase of the early modern 
period. In terms of ideology, the first half of the eighteenth century was at the threshold 
of the era of liberalism. Although remnants of Puritanism and mercantilist ideas could stil 
be found, the influence of liberalism became evident. In so far as explanations of poverty 
are concerned, the majority of the explanations were individualistic in nature. A couple of 
examples will suffice to illustrate this point. Writing in 1704, Daniel Defoe stated: "Tis the 
men that won't work, not the men that can get no work, which makes the members of 
our poor” (quoted in de Schweinitz, 1975: p. 59). Another eighteenth century writer 
stated: 

Though complaints of poverty and scarcity of money are unhappily become 
no less general than lamentable; so that wherever we go, our ears are 
assaulted with the sad rhetoric of beggary; and our eye with deplorable 
objects of pity: yet must it be acknowledged, that we rail impertinently at the 
hardness of times, since ‘tis ourselves that make them such; men generally by 
sloth or vanity, negligence or extravagence twisting those chains of 
necessity wherein they lie entangled; wherefore... let everyone wipe his 
eyes, and make use of his head, and his hands to preserve or recover 
himself out of the quagmire of want: It being certain that still every man in 
health and strength may forge himself out a fortune by industry and 


frugality, and obtain (though not a splendid yet) a comfortable subsistence 
- (quoted in Gray, 1967: p. 208; original emphases). 
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SUMMARY 


The transition from the Middle Ages to the eighteenth century is a change from a 
world in which the genesis of events was given a religious interpretation to a world in 
which the etiology of events was mostly understood in individualistic terms. This applies 
to the explanation of poverty as well. In the Middle Ages, economic well-being was 
largely seen as the outcome of events providentially determined. At the end of the early 
modern period in England, wealth and poverty were mainly considered the outcomes of 
actions individually controlled. It has been the argument of this chapter that this change in 
the way poverty was causally understood is not accidental, but is a reflection of an 
ideological evolution from a world-view dominated by the teachings of the medieval 
Church to an emergent liberal world-view of the early eighteenth century. In addition, it 
has been argued that the ideological change was a function of the structural 
transformation of the English society from feudalism to early capitalism. Between 
feudalism and capitalism, there was a lengthy transitional period, during which the 
socioeconomic structure underwent a gradual metamorphosis. The transitional period 
was characterized by the struggle for preeminence of a number of major ideological 
forces and the existence of many theories and perspectives on the nature and causes of 


poverty. 
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IV. THE AMERICAN EXPERIENCE 


The transition from the early modern period in England to the colonial era in America is a 
logical one. The American colonies were founded and populated largely by English 
settlers in the sixteenth and seventeenth century. As well, the colonists transplanted 
English values, institutions, and ways of life to the new continent. Thus, there was no 
sharp break between the early modern period which was the focus of the last chapter 
and the colonial period which forms the first section of the present chapter. Three other 
periods will be examined in order to complete our survey of the American experience. 
These are the period from Independence to the Civil War, the period from the Civil War 


to the 1920's, and the period of the Great Depression. 


THE COLONIAL PERIOD 


The English experience in the early modern period and the American colonial 
experience can be seen as parallel developments, although the latter largely modelled 
itself on the former. Since an elaborate discussion on structural and ideological 
transformations as well as changes in people's causal understanding of poverty during 
the early modern period was given in the last chapter, there is no need to repeat the 
analysis on the colonial era in great detail. It is sufficient to show that similar forces were 
at work on both sides of the Atlantic Ocean. However, since the American experience 
was unique in certain respects due to the unusual environment in which it took place, 


some of the special developments in colonial America are to be highlighted. 


Structural Arrangements 


As English colonies, American settlements adopted from England religious 
perspectives, economic policies, political institutions, and social values. While America 
was strongly identified with the mother country, the colonies differed from England in 


some major respects. This helped define the unique nature of American development. 
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Most important of all, America did not experience first hand a feudal paternalism and did 
not have a class of serfs bound to the land and a titled, hereditary aristocracy (Mencher, 
1967; Nettels, 1963). The absence of a feudal past had a significant effect on the 
American psyche and the American ideological perspective. This aspect will be explored 
in greater detail later. Structurally speaking, it contributed to the creation of an American 
colonial society that was characterized by an unusual degree of equality, fairly high level 
of social mobility, and the dominance of a self-employed middling status group. The large 
measure of equality and social mobility stemmed in part from the easy availability of land. 
In most parts of colonial America land was relatively cheap. Even servants could readily 
become small landowners. The class of landless poor was relatively small. On the other 
hand, since the land produced little surplus, there were few men of great wealth and few 
pioneers who owned large estates. Thus, although it was difficult for ordinary individuals 
to make it to the top, few were permanently placed at the bottom level. It was estimated 
that less than 5 percent of the white population were in permanent poverty. 

In the cities, the relative ease with which skilled workers could obtain credit and 
the relatively high wages enabled many workers to accumulate enough money to become 
independent artisans or small property owners. It was estimated that small farmers, 
traders, and craftsmen accounted for about 70 percent of the entire white population 
(Main, 1965; Nettels, 1963). It appears that the American scene was a marked contrast to 
European societies where the presence of a large dependent class was made permanent 
by arigid class structure. 

More akin to the European situation was the South which was characterized by 
great class differentiations. The poor whites and slaves made up a sizeable under-class. 
At the top was the landed aristocracy which, according to Main (1965), was virtually a 
closed group by the time of the Revolution. But this situation was more prevalent in 
Virginia than in the less developed regions of the South. Greater equality was evident in 
frontier areas where there were few slaves and men of great wealth. Thus, colonial 
America was largely a society of small merchants, self-employed artisans, and 
independent commodity producers. Using historical occupational statistics, Reich (1978) 
is able to show that in the United States of 1776, about 80 percent of the nonslave 


working people derived their income from their own property or labor. 
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The social condition in colonial America was generally conducive to the 
development of economic individualism. Since most of the nonslave workers owned the 
means of production and controlled the productive process, they saw themselves as 
self-made men and masters of their own fate. Furthermore, the absence of a feudal past 
means that their actions were not constrained by traditionalism and their ambitions not 
checked by a class of noblemen and aristocrats. As a matter of fact, the desire to rebel 
against a stifling tradition and a hostile authority, both secular and religious, was the prime 
motive of many of the emigrants from England. They were Puritans, congregationists, and 
Quakers, many of whom were engaged in farming, trade, and industry. In other words, 
they were likely to be members of the middling status group who tended to value 
economic freedom, personal responsibility, and entrepreneurship. In terms of religious 
beliefs, they were inclined to emphasize personal religious experience and the believer's 
unmediated relationship with God. Such religious convictions led to nonconformism and 
strengthened their desire for liberty, individual rights, and their distaste for civil and 
spiritual authorities. 

Reinforcing this spirit was the frontier conditions of the colonies. Although 
widespread destitution as it was known in Europe was relatively rare, life was generally 
harsh and the physical environment hostile. There was little surplus to support 
economically nonproductive persons. In addition, since most early settlements were small, 
isolated communities,. with a meagre resource base and very limited interdependence, 
economic self-sufficiency at the local leve! was critical. The ability to fend for oneself 
was not just a moral virtue; it was a necessary condition for survival. The background of 
the colonists, the economic conditions, and the dictate of the frontier environment all 


tended to foster a spirit of individualism and independence. 


The |deological Scene 


Generally speaking, it would be a mistake to assume that colonial America was a 
land of laissez—faire liberalism and rugged individualism. As one author (Crowley, 1974) 
has remarked, there was as yet no intellectual framework in which the unfettered pursuit 
of self interest could claim legitimacy. The colonial period, like the English early modern 


period, was a transitional era, with many belief systems and schools of, thought 


adt at eviaubees vilevenes. Baw! SohehiA: Asinbioa ni’ Ne bis : 
artt bate enadzouy, evalanon eh? to? 200m: ‘acs eheleunivibnr iF ia is 
es 2ovieemet wee tart sop 9G- auPAHHOH or ballewhoni no 
reaq isoust 3s to sangete ace oasis 2359 fiwo use iow 
for enomiedine wi? orig eevailariolidaigag. “a Giniipstarices ton ey 
laden of stash attr f56) tO Tavern & BA eis yooteh= bis 


Taal 7 art 26 .2UCIQNRT OMe BILIAE moa encrive eHird 


~~ % 


~ 


65 2taroitgne res sees Pe aw Wortr nyestiartet pitt -ea Sih ae cet 


spre at yiteywent orig ete oa ished netanns anawem 

evigv..of Mercer Ow << ee sutpte pausbiv’ a bay RRS 

aucun (VS. amet nl), ace Were wdst< os sierdgen wea # 

2 avelied orf bod SorsSaxs eyeiyls) Sacstac Ssicengna any 

bas MeleNGtroorary Of) Gs 2eAoraweIe. ey ech four Sod tive € ae 1646 
i 4 j —nl 


yeh Ward One ofS) \adelvibt yz ae? aie is : 
: ? ; wn 


AguatA~ 28ino|Go atit-te .afedibaos  xednott: sa aheioiaad ent a 


yr eew e7ilevm. Visuieiet gew sooiusd my AWN ed oe 
moqque of aulchilk” siitits aby scart ““sigeor cyt eatin to 
(eens Saw Ammetslerda yieddaeet eortc noo site ed Svifat er 
aoNehaaqEorwein:. Geli yy res Besa ssweesy Re aol ae + sires 
“levis a6 “i ornet 65. Wilide SHF lea i> 38, card tt as in ceaiael 
to _noveldaase sa) devrt ive 1OPeOhibias measseg qzey «eu abo 04 00 
ts jnsmnoWvas. 4s4a083 srt To. Sfetoib ag oce anoihiana? TIOHOLe: aT 
- sd renbseyst hi ng wre! Hadi Ahi wenes 


& Zaw SIME IsiNgl8s: le) amivess of ersiaims senor Seated panes 
eT ei ee months anes im isl lauseiaiber veagur bes tails el neal 
Tie 04 anétau att eich fo Shewene yt Ineoskemnl On IBY eh: ahi, anertt adtuenasiend % 
mater vies caine Srtt pail boineg isiiolea BAT \(SkehIQST rine olves tema Maw IO - 
itiguert to giborze bos emeteve Aelled -yhen) Ainw se ieencatoneny snare, 


a a my 


Bo 


coexisting or competing for dominance. While individualism was encouraged by certain 
conditions that existed in colonial American society, other factors were Bis at work 
promoting alternative ideological orientations, the most significant of which was 
mercantilism. The colonies were progenies of English mercantile expansion. It is, 
therefore, not surprising to find mercantilism flourishing on the new continent. The 
influence of mercantilist policies could: be felt until the early nineteenth century. 

Without repeating the major features of mercantilism, we shall briefly note its 
ideological impact. While most colonists recognized self-interest as the main economic 
driving force, they continued to place high value on collective well-being. They were 
keenly aware of the potential social destructiveness of unbridied private acquisitiveness. 
As one colonist stated, if economic individualism went unchecked, "the weakest always 
go by the walls, and become a prey to the strong; the Rich, Great, and Potent, with 
rapacious violence bear down all before them, who have not wealth, or strength to 
encounter or avoid the fury” (quoted in Crowley, 1974: p. 103). Instead, the colonists 
upheld the ideal of mutual dependence and obligations among social classes. John 
Winthrop, first governor of Massachusetts Bay Colony, admonished that "the rich and 
mighty should not eate upp the poore,” and neither should the poor rise up against their 
superiors or to shake off their yoke (Wisner, 1945). Noting that the public good was 
greater than the sum of individual interests, the colonists urged the subordination of self 
aggrandizement to broader social concerns and emphasized the importance of the 
traditional ideal of corporate responsibility and welfare. 

It was believed that in order to safeguard collective welfare and to extend help to 
those in need, economic activities must be regulated by the state. Government was 
considered a positive force which could and should protect and promote the well-being 
of society. Preaching in Boston in 1667, Jonathan Mitchell charged the colonial legislators 
with the duty of assisting the "outward Estate and Livlyhood” of the people "by such help 
as the care of Government may contribute to that end” (quoted in Johnson, 1961: p. 16). 
The belief that government had no place in the economic life of its citizens had not yet 
become fashionable. 

The ideal of corporate responsibility and mutual obligation among the classes was 


encouraged not only by mercantilism and traditional Christian teachings, but also by the 
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conditions in the South, particularly in Virginia where the social conditions created a 
favorable climate for the maintenance of this ideal. Class distinctions were greater in 
Virginia than in other colonial regions. Similarly, more than any other colonies, Virginia 
resembled feudal England, with the rich planters representing the manorial lords, and the 
large population of slaves and indentured servants representing the villeins. Considering 
themselves as transplanted English gentry, the Virginia colonists adopted the values and 
behaviors of the English country squires, including the paternalism of the manorial lord to 
his villeins and the traditional views toward wealth and charity (Bernhard, 1977). 

Another major source of influence on the ideological perspective of colonial 
America was Calvinist Protestantism. As pointed out earlier, many emigrants to the 
American continent were Puritans and other Calvinist Protestants such as Scottish 
Presbyterians, French Huguenots, and members of the Dutch Reformed Church. As a 
result, the ideas of Calvin and his immediate successors left an indelible imprint on 
American thought. As it has been shown previously, Puritan thinking, especially in the 
early phase of the Puritan movement, ae not one-sidedly wealth oriented. Johnson 
(1961) has noted that American Puritan writings exhibited no more idealization of wealth 
accumulation than Catholic economic literature. Although the believers recognized the 
necessity of wealth, they did not idolize riches. The traditional idea of stewardship was 
very much a part of the Puritan theory of wealth. The purpose of wealth, Cotton Mather 
wrote in Durable Riches, was twofold: to provide for one’s family and to use wealth for 
pious purposes. At the same time, Puritans sanctified productive labor and private 
property; they also approved of commerce and profit-making. All this indicates that the 
Calvinist outlook was a mixture of old and new. Nettels (1963) has suggested that in their 
economic views, the Puritans stood midway between medieval and modern times. 

But the trend of American development weakened the traditional aspects of 
Calvinist Protestantism and enhanced its innate capitalistic tendencies. With less and less 
ethical qualms, Calvinist Protestants exalted the work ethic, private property, pecuniary 
accumulation, and economic inequality. Samuel Willard aptly captured this changing 


perspective when he wrote in Compleat Body of Divinity in 1726: 
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It is not sufficient to take heed that nothing be wasted, but we must husband 
our Estates to Advantage: It is not enough to get an Estate, but there is a 
Duty to endeavour that it may prosper by good husbandry of it, in the best 
way. Prosperity is a Blessing to be desired, (tho’ not insatiably to be grasped 
after, which is a Temptation to Sin,)... Riches are consistent with Godliness, 
and the more a Man hath the more Advantage he hath to do Good with it, if 
God give him a Heart to it (quoted in Foster, 1971: p. 111; original emphases). 

The American colonial era, like the period between the fifteenth and the 
eighteenth century in England, was transitional in nature with respect to the development 
of economic institutions and social thought. While many of the prevailing ideas in the 
colonies were inherited from the mother country, the unique conditions in America gave 
special saliency to some of these views. In general, the ideological scene contained the 
lingering influence of traditionalism and a foretaste of what was yet to come. The beliefs 
and values, while not entirely consistent with one another, were often held in a delicate 
balance. As Nettels (1963) has suggested, the colonial outlook may be described as an 
expression of a middie-class psychology which emphasized industry and thrift and took 


economic inequality for granted. It revealed both a utilitarianism overlaid with religious 


tradition and an individualism tempered with a corporate conception of society. 


Explanations of Poverty 

As in the case of the early modern period in England, the existence of a multitude 
of perspectives and the diversity of social conditions in the various colonies elicited 
different views on the causes of poverty. Ideas from England were transplanted to the 
colonies. The traditional corporate conception of society, mercantilism, Puritanism, and 
the emerging liberalism all played an important role in shaping the colonists’ attitudes 
toward poverty. , 

Because of geographical and historical diversity among the colonies, the English 
influences were differentially received. For example, while the influence of Calvinist 
theology was most evident in the New England colonies, Virginia upheld traditionalism. As 
mentioned before, the Virginian planters saw themselves as transplanted English country 
gentry and sought to emulate the paternalism of the manorial lords. While Puritans were 
uncomfortable when confronted by poverty, Virginians took the existence of destitution 
for granted. Poverty was accepted as part of the natural order of society, and most 
Virginians felt an obligation to relieve it. Charity was a matter of nob/esse ob/ige and the 


planters dispensed charity more as a part of a gentleman's duty than as a means to attain 
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spiritual grace. The existence of poverty in Virginia, in contrast to that in New England, 
was neither a cause for alarm nor a reason for self-criticism (Bernhard, 1977). 

Under the influence of Puritanism, New Englanders were troubled by the 
ambiguities of poverty and riches. On the one hand, poverty was seen as part of God's 
providential plan; on the other hand, poverty was suspected to be a sign of God's 
punishment for. some hidden sin. This psychological ambivalence was reflected in some 
of the views expressed. For instance, John Winthrop said: 

God Almight in his most holy and wise providence hath soe disposed of the 
condition of mankind, as in all time some must be rich, some poore, some high 
and eminent in power and dignitie; others mean and in submission (quoted in 
Johnson, 1961: p. 229). 
Similarly, Cotton Mather pointed out that men were rich or poor according to God's 
election and that God "is the maker both of the rich and the Poor’ (quoted in Johnson, 
1961: p. 230). However, another clergyman, Samuel Danforth, asserted: 
The reason why some Families Flourish not in their Persons, Estates, or 
Interests, is not chiefly because their Neighours do not love them, but because 
Sin... makes them wither and decay (quoted in Bernhard, 1977: p. 152). 
Another Puritan pointed out that it was possible that "persons may sometimes come to 
pinching poverty; yet not for any particular, remarkable Sin or fault of their own’ 
(quoted in Crowley, 1974: p 63; original emphasis). 

The view that the poor were not to blame for their own poverty was reinforced 
by the mercantilist theory of social causation. It was generally believed that poverty was a 
matter beyond the contro! of the individual. John Woolman thought that the mere 
existence of poverty was sufficient evidence to prove that someone was getting and 
keeping more than he deserved. "Were all superfluities and the desire of outward 
greatness laid aside, and the right use of things universally attended to, Such a number of 
people might be employed in things usefull, as that moderate labour, with the Blessing of 
Heaven, would answer all good purposes” (quoted in Crowley, 1974). Another indication 
of the influence of mercantilism on the colonists’ attitudes toward poverty was the 
adoption by the colonies of the major principles of England's poor relief system. Among 
these were the responsibility of the state for the relief of the poor and the right to 
compel those with property to help support the dependent classes through a system of 


general taxation (Jernegan, 1931). At the first session of its colonial legislature, Rhode 


Island announced the Elizabethan Poor Law principles that stressed public responsibility 
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for the poor (Axinn and Levin, 1975). These policies reflected mercantilism’s belief in an 
activist state and its organismic conception of society. 

However, under the growing influence of the new liberal ideology and 
individualism nurtured by the unique conditions in America, the colonists increasingly saw 
poverty as a consequence of individual inadequacies. Similarly, the Protestant religion 
gradually shifted its emphasis from a social to an individualistic orientation. For instance, 
by the time of the American Revolution, American Quakers had by and large relinquished 
their earlier structural perspective and had come to accept the ethos of individualism. As 
a result, more and more Quakers came to equate the poor with the indolent (Feagin, 
1975). The view that the poor were responsible for their plight became more popular 
during the eighteenth century. Joseph Belcher complained in a Massachusetts election 
sermon in 1703 that idleness and drunkenness were "the Parent of a great deal of the 
Poverty and Beggary, which is to be seen upon many” (quoted in Foster, 1971: p. 151). 
Another person pointed out: 

Sloth and Idleness, Lust and whoredom are such Sins as in their nature, bring 
the Subjects of them to Poverty, and their Bodies and Names under 
disagreeable Circumstances (quoted in Crowley, 1974: p. 64; original 
emphases). 

As can be expected, the tendency to explain poverty in individualistic terms was 
accompanied by an increasingly critical attitude toward the public relief system. For 
example, the influential Benjamin Franklin openly advocated the abolition of the Poor 
Laws. He argued that since the poor were the cause of their own misfortune, the 
assumption of social responsibility would worsen the problem by encouraging further 
dependency. He wrote in 1753: 

| have sometimes doubted whether the laws peculiar to England, which compel 
the rich to maintain the poor, have not given the latter a dependence, that very 
much lessens the care of providing against the wants of old age. 

| have heard it remarked that the poor in Protestant countries, on the 
continent of Europe, are generally more industrious than those of Popish 
countries. May not the more numerous foundations in the latter for relief of 
the poor have some effect towards rendering them less provident? To relief 
the misfortunes of our fellow creatures is concurring with the Deity, it is 
godlike; but, if we provide encouragement for laziness, and supports for 
folly, may we not be fighting against the order of God and Nature, which 
perhaps has appointed want and misery as the proper punishments for, and 


cautions against, as well as necessary consequences of, idleness and 
extravagance? (quoted in Axinn and Levin, 1975: pp, 19-20; original 


emphases) 


Such attitudes toward the poor became the norm after the American Revolution. 
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FROM THE REVOLUTION TO THE CIVIL WAR 


In the preceding section, some of the socioeconomic conditions in the colonial 
era which subsequently led to the establishment of a laissez-faire society during the 
period beween Independence and the Civil War have been discussed. The absence in 
colonial America of a well-established system of status relationships encouraged the 
adherence to the principle of contract. The geographic isolation of communities and 
dispersion of resources enhanced the spirit of self-reliance and independence. The large 
proportion of independent commodity producers, self-employed artisans, and small 
traders among the population fostered the growth of economic individualism and 
freedom. These socioeconomic conditions laid a firm foundation for the emergence of a 


free-enterprise economy and a liberal society in the nineteenth century. 


Structural Transformation 

Although it is symbolically significant that Adam Smith's Wealth of Nations was 
published in the very year America shook off her colonial shackles, the gaining of 
independence did not immediately usher America into a laissez-faire society. For at least 
a generation after the Revolution, mercantilism still exerted a powerful influence on 
American social and economic policies. Even the determined leaders of the Independence 
Movement saw America as a mercantilist empire. The commitment to mercantilist policies 
by most of the delegates to the constitutional convention was another indication of the 
pervasive influence of this economic doctrine (Williams, 1966). Alexander Hamilton, who 
dominated American economic policy in the early years of the republic, was a mercantilist 
whose dream was to transform rural America into an industrial power with the heip of 
the national government. Although the mercantilists were opposed by the Jeffersonians 
who advocated a static, agrarian economy with an essentially passive government, the 
need to nurture the young republic and the necessity of development made mercantilism 
acceptable. The government used mercantilism to justify policies that were aimed at 
strengthening the internal and external position of the new nation. As well, public 
initiatives and support were seen as essential to induce capital formation and industrial 


growth. Thus, the economic philosophy of the business community and the governing 
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elite tended to be interventionist in nature (Mencher, 1967; Schlesinger, 1963). American 
mercantilism represented one of the last ideological floodgates holding back the 
powerful torrent of laissez-faire liberalism. 

During this period the intellectual critique of classical economics was provided by 
the national school of political economy. Its prominent members included Matthew and 
Henry Carey, Daniel Raymond, John Rae, Stephen Colwell, and Willard Phillips. Daniel 
Raymond, for instance, believed that government must regulate private property in the 
public interest and help those who needed assistance. Henry Carey, the most important of 
the national economists, was highly critical of the economics of Ricardo and Malthus. But 
taken as a whole, the national schoo! of political economy presented no formidable 
ideological opposition to classical economics. The most important anti-laissez—faire 
proposition it advocated was the imposition of protective tariff (Fine, 1969). 

In a sense, American mercantilism in the post-Independence period created the 
conditions for its own demise. Industrial strength and prosperity, which were achieved 
with the help of mercantilist measures, eventually wfderminded mercantilism as an 
economic policy and a social philosophy. The era after the War of Independence was a 
period of expansion. America was galloping forward with vitality, zeal, and optimism. The 
country was expanding rapidly in many directions: its population doubled and redoubled; 
its territory kept extending to the south and the west; its economy was growing at a 
phenomenal rate. In the 70-year period between 1790, the year of the first American 
census, and 1860, the American population increased eight-fold from 3,929,000 to 
31,513,000. At the turn of the century, only about 6 percent of the population were 
urban. In 1860, about one in five of all Americans lived in cities. Population increase was 
accompanied by geographic expansion through a series of territorial acquisitions and 
purchases from Great Britain, France, Spain, and Mexico. By 1860, the country’s land area 
stretched to as far as the Pacific coast, and its northern and southern borders were 
fixed. The thirteen original states had grown to thirty-three. 

By the 1820's, the stifling effects of British colonial policies had largely worn off 
and the impact of the Industrial Revolution was beginning to be felt. American society 
was rapidly transforming itself from an agricultural to an industrial economy. Population 


increase, urbanization, and industrialization went hand-in-hand. Industrialization made 


nsoiemA JE82I sepningidee (TOR? sedsmaMieniten Aiiteinor 
ent Josd pniblet setegboolt lagigoledb! tes) ech To se 
theirs! wis tra 
yd hetrve%e raw goImoroce iBaleasia to SupRID. issifostlate) sone 
bee wearitia’! salutary 2 wadeneln Ingerrnetg <i yimoneas nce 
ining agin treiiW fori: Nenalad: ahi SBA nicl. Breer 
ect m yMago my steving ‘Staiugss Pui trammavep. tat somite 
iggy lecrn ey eecvinrens ‘aaneieisie beragnciws 
tu aurtigM ore cio to axiMianeds Atte isos ity cen’ 
eidabutag) on Seiripasog yregrgse laoiiGeS 7a toare neh na 
gist ssemml- ithe snemagin tom. eaY stijoness fhareesis Or HOINESE 
ear ani) Hihavisere;G it-cetieaakt ert Sedibemnamtne 
avi? batee7o bonsq sonsbredelelteoq se 1: mamynerem Resi igi. ae 
bevelrins svew rfortw yiivenseIg SMe pas ve setguen) seiman: ral enb A 
ng 2h medinBower Bednar ylicurisve se ieRers vailenecsemn iat 
S 2ew sonsnuiegdbed! to eV) ert atts se an .tigoeciog ues 
act sissieritriesitaetin Sey ytiietty ctf sta P poiguited gel sot | 
heidueba? tre batdyab nodéipqo geet res sc i Violdsragrvnemane, age 
6 JS. pwOrQ saw ymorons ge vasw si one Didar -ln: 33 sioner 
reatierhA deni art Te ev eih OPT) nested Sages. wC OF, ‘anni eis | 
of GOUBRE.S met bict-rpe cesar sovalbgas Hea an atl O88! bre: auen 
erew aciiéyqog at to Inedrag @ tuods vino inuiniss sdf to. trader 2A OOOSERY 
saw seaman Nodalegey z9Krs Fi Gov aie ata Ng Aovavit ni one.tuods 88! at, 
ore enoieipes jeintimed to aeicar & qquond ndiemages apigergeep, yd t 
sea Snel aytioves.ert O86" ya ocixe one Aah caneA fuatiSssa mot conucoma 
sew etebied Mretiibe Hee medimon 21 one tenc@ oitiond-ert.26. 18? ss of bere 
sexi yririt of wong ear 2ematzdanipite neshunt anit hex? 
tio mow yao osri-emailog sihoion nevhd-te erste, priltize ort 2088! ot v8). « 
yiensos nesiwmk vie a@. 2) orinniced sew foitulonee giant st te tosaeni ont 8 ) 
rotsiuqe?) yenoncsk avian 1% Of encase oe.o) Hest gaenetensy vituge amw 
s6am aovtesilaiuaubl Rest-rimger tnew noldasilenevbni ore Poitetinad’y sese tort 


a 


a 


Me 


=. 


66 


possible the accumulation of massive wealth and the growth of the middle class, both in 
size and in power. The extension of the frontiers gave the nation an enormous 
agricultural base and an almost infinite supply of untapped natural resources. 

The age of Jackson was the watershed. During the Jackson era, the United States 
was at the economic take-off point. Self-generating economic activities played an 
increasingly important role and the private sector had replaced the state as the major 
supplier of capital. After the early decades of the nineteenth century, the government 
tended to intervene less in the economic sphere. Private rather than public enterprises 
had come to dominate banking and transportation (Fine, 1969). After the take-off, the 
essential need was no longer the provision of social overhead capital; it was rather the 
maximization of production and innovation. In this new economic context, the relationship 
between government and business began to undergo a significant change. Almost without 
realizing it, the business community was moving away from the Hamiltonian conception of 
a mercantilist state. Businessmen no longer saw an economic need for state regulation 
and intervention. Instead, they espoused the Jeffersonian proposition of a 
noninterventionist government and the free interplay of individuals (Schlesinger, 1963). 


Out of this rebellion against mercantilism, a laissez-faire society was born. 


/deological Changes 

With the gradual eclipse of mercantilist thinking, classical economics and liberal 
ideology became regnant. Williams (1966) has compared the ideological shift during the 
late eighteenth and early nineteenth century to the rise and fall of John Locke's popularity. 
It is as if the works of Locke, briefly used in 1775 and 1776 to legitimized the 
revolutionary movement and then shelved in favor of mercantilism, were being taken 
down again as a justification for maximizing the economic opportunities that mercantile 
policies had helped bring about. 

Classical economics, first proclaimed by the French physiocrats and more fully 
developed by Adam Smith and his followers, was not long in finding a receptive audience 
in the newly independent nation. American economists such as Francis Wayland, Thomas 
Cooper, John McVickar, Henry Vethake, Samuel Phillips Newman, George Frederick 


Holmes, J. Newton Cardozo, Francis Bowen, George Tucker, and John Bascom were 


sorsi2 bent) ant’ are ndadbeledt Gore bierlanediee: afY aqwilree 
12 baysiq 2aviviips Jimonods -BAAAse “492 $reg Ho teia 
sole of eB gisTe af! beosiqg i -bed wIIaR Srey it ot hs areal 


Inereneron ect. wits cnesiacin ait’ to aeoenat wine scl 


Sc/sG@remg NiGgue: (iRrT TITS 1 stevia Sree, Timordse art inl 


igs ert 177A gaer Sim Nels page ir ‘one Be 
at uptiss saw # I6NGgD OSA fey0. idos to Ae VOW, ans, 9 
“riendibies anit xeon cimienose weer zidt a Pers ant) brs: 


criti izomiA epnera tAsgthTipie § Po Gan OF negga qannibuds a 


. 
a. Fr 


io eeiigesones demotineh sft mot yaivs Oru oom Bh Fareumimes 
“ ay ey - = ' ; i 
NOishoeT Biel TC) HBB -ORTIONGSe: NE Wee AS Orn retecetic re See Ee — 


i? 


= 17 4 oe if 
AMMeocoy Binge sci seeugges! Yee bastent striae : 


VST Ghrieswice) cisubleipri 75 jsioram al sit fore: inerravon PEN Ta 
» i > a vt 
| ee 

sod few YiRi902 Sntet=\s22c%e\ 5 ASAT pen Ne | ewe ti 


ei Dia 2ournoness IEEGES Sy a Arws. Ye: is spray: tS 8 
ott prime. Sine lsgiectoeby att, be earhos 23h Bagh cadhainpiye 

seandignts S8RIQI AGEL Th int ONE Seit-ort a: Viulnee seer: 
orf]. DaRENMigal St GAN) big "ONTL) 4 36a0 eid wakes se ah 0 28 
rede ona Saw \umelineaar to joven bs uieie » reget ite tment. 
sire igen ter, aatiqunonia Sireposs act griginetarn et ack» 


= 
7 
soit 4 ‘ ® 


vile? ory ons Bawoiewe hares ort yo -becielaead tet . 
SORSbyS Sv AE IONE daitinn’ i greet fon 25 STawolley pe 
aningAaT Aoisisyiat! eign? 26 Hale etaitnancos isch eh om vives ert ry 
400 S13 spose: rammwe i) toured: -aneevey eae: sanaVatd. ent oop | 
®ew monied nick ‘basi hexouT spiosd Pav aan pASbneS. nano emit” 


a Me 


7 
= 


67 


supporters and promoters of classical economics and laissez—faire policies. 

Classical economists believed self-interest to be the chief motivating force in 
economic activities. Self-interest, according to classical economists, would lead to 
socially desirable results because in pursuing their private gains, individuals would 
unconsciously serve the public good. Because of men’s desire to avoid pain and to seek 
pleasure, they would avoid exertion and work unless compensated by the prospect of a 
corresponding greater amount of pleasure. Conversely, men must not have access to the 
fruits of toil without toiling. Men must be secure in the possession of the rewards of 
their labor. By a series of deductions, this came to mean that the property right in all its 
forms were inviolable. Ownership of property was not seen by classical economists as 
indicating merely the privilege of stewardship. It signified the free use of wealth 
unencumbered by any sense of corporate obligations (Girvetz, 1950; Mencher, 1967). 
Another logical consequence of this egoistic premise was that priority was given to the 
individual rather than to the collectivity. According to this point of view, society was 
made up of isolated individuals, each of whom could best determine his own interests. 
Thus, individual and social well-being would best be achieved not by external control or 
regulation, but through individual striving and free competition. Individual economic 
activities were seen as guided and scouted not by divine purpose, as was commonly 
believed in the Middie Ages, or by civil-political authorities, as was the case when 
mercantilism was in vogue, but by an apersonal and mechanistic market system (Wisman, 
1979). It was therefore believed that state interference should be reduced as much as 
possible. Tom Paine, a major spokesman of the Jeffersonian Democrats, proclaimed: 

The more perfect civilization is, the less occasion has it for government, 


because the more does it regulate its own affairs, and govern itself... All the 
great laws of society are laws of nature (quoted in Mencher, 1967: p. 140). 


Laissez—faire liberalism received its support not just from economists and 
politicians. The Protestant religion provided considerable legitimation for the existing 
socioeconomic order. Evangelical Christianity, with its emphasis on individual salvation and 
its conception of the individual as a free moral agent, served to strengthen individualism. 
The established Church of various Protestant denominations also sided with the rich and 


powerful elements of society. Many prominent Church leaders were ardent promoters of 


the cult of self help and success. This can be seen from the titles they gave to their 


f °} 
2einiios Suht -a6eeiai Senne 7 ; 
it sa0* onifaviiony tains aH} @¢6.or aaairitr ties & i ad i 
at heel bluow .2isimonoae jectzesia GH  patoame, pee ee 
Gow olgudtin <ni6g SisVOG. Were She MIG: Ht eyiatod oi 227 
aipem 70 abunded Coop SiikiG aniam 


s to tneaeol6 ant yd betedaggmies seein: show Gre. qomisss 
. | . | 


igee. OF biG Kiag BiOVE OP SNesSD 


ori G7 228096 4v5n, fon s2QMm nem yiseaywiod SiVe68iq | Fo 
lo. abueywetaent to vickesaod Sct qrSsosa*an Jou? ralVLg 


& A triply vihreagorg, ent Tar? casi o7 Smee zit pies ate er 


‘ronose iscipacis vo nhae Ton Een WingooIa ta Kineton ane 


= ; 3 , tae Bas *} La Rear! ewer kis 
ye ational! IGG: <tevip}. 2gerspuce ate" gios't 
1B ew yinolic der sly, 31 n2%¢ Jie NORE Re Rai 


faite Vv to fnba° eit a 7 3F \_Aagiitehos arinee poe 


as Se novo owl entice teed bios cet ion 1DBS- loyal mean’ 

AGS Janieixe yd jon Deveirins ad. tesd Slug paved =the: sido ; a . 
oncss. isubribek- rei ainda Sal fap entuite ROS HiE Mn eae ad 
MOmMMolZ6w, <$: sab ugiamvibpyc 2art “CB TSIIODT |e bemwug 28 Inége Srey = 
ives eeepc act caw 2a .eethOritus /ssitlog-ivigeyd Ae 2gpe alee nd 
ogra: Ov) MmSieve Jann ital Ser ons ‘ncetaci fly whe ueay hase 
2 juny 2a besubes od Biworte, agrate ine sthty: tei? (Oe id stated aew * 


cémnisige 1G 2765) omatt daine2ss Fal sft to sqeniaeriBe olernis is mor 
ig rear San ie alt daar 
(OS? 4 Veer teearelv! nm Kenta 2 sien a “oie ¥ 

dns 2feenenoas 1073 F2u{ for ponque. 27) \paweeaN rere SRE hitmen, wrk 
piiaing sft so? iGitaritipsl sicemenienos nobiverg “noldiley fabteeraw’ act ensicitiiag  ~—— 
one RBFEy ee iaubWicn. oo clashes Sfi ctw Aiinsiteht a lechaggana: Ro oO Mone eO}E8 
milkubivibrs caripne ws 27 beige = S68 is10rm Seyte: 26° Meutsivibrt abit te sqegaanns eft 
pie tas) Shi ati babie oss anoiisniniense InsTzaTowR ahenew 70. Homey vangidstes AT 
19 2estomeng jnsb parr erabesiitawd | ianmargatah yéions to ainsmete iurewog _ 
Wat OF Sven Yor? daltitvertt mov} nade ‘sa nESD SINT eetesua one Gian ae to the ery 


68 


sermons and books. Congregational clergyman, John Todd, lectured on The Foundations 
of Success in 1843. Another Congregational clergyman, Matthew H. Smith, made his 
famous address, The Elements of Success, in 1854. Henry Ward Beecher of the 
Brooklyn Plymouth Church established himself as an expert on the art of self-help 
through Seven Lectures to Young Men (1844). William van Doren of the Dutch 
Reformed Church at Piermont, New York authored Mercantile Morals in 1852. Reverend 
Thomas P. Hunt called his 1836 publication The Book of Wealth: in which It is Proved 
from the Bible that It Is the Duty of Every Man to Become Rich. They were joined by 
other clergymen, such as Francis E. Clark, Wilbur F. Crafts, Lyman Abbott, Russell 
Conwell, and Daniel Wise (Wyllie, 1954). 

The Enlightenment, Christian perfectionism, and transcendentalism also played an 
important role in promoting the faith in the individual. The Enlightenment of the eighteen 
century injected boundless optimism by preaching a doctrine of infinite progress and 
rationality. Man, it was argued, was not depraved but was a reasonable being, capable of 
improving the condition of society for himself and his less fortunate fellow citizens. The 
Enlightenment doctrine of progress was later transformed by a romantic religious faith 
into a dynamic principle of reform. The central tenet of Christian perfectionism was the 
rejection of determinism. It was believed that man was not helpless but had the potential 
for good. Salvation was attainable by all. But this perfectionist Christianity was 
individualistic in nature. As Thomas (1965) has pointed out, it emphasized the unfettered 
will as the proper vehicle for reform. Since it defined social evil as the sum of individual 
sins, it followed that societal imperfection would disappear when enough people had 
been converted and rededicated to right conduct. True reform, therefore, meant a 
program of mass conversion achieved through educational rather than political means. 

Transcendentalism played a similar role in promoting the faith in the individual. It 
was, indeed, in the writings of the transcendentalists Emerson and Thoreau that the 
doctrine of the free individual attained its classic expression in mid-nineteenth century 
America. Emerson (1957) wrote in-his journal in 1840: "In all my lecture, | have taught one 
doctrine, namely the infinitude of the private man” (p. 139). In insisting on the individual as 
the ultimate reality in society, Emerson was a characteristic spokesman for his time. Like 


Emerson, Thoreau was contemptuous of the state. In his famous essay, Civil 
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Disobedience, he carried individualism to a point where it became almost 
indistinguishable from anarchism. Transcendentalists turned inward to examine the divine 
self and find in there the material with which to rebuild society. American 
transcendentalists were reformers but they did not possess a theory of social change. 
Transcendentalism was part of the dominant philosophy of individualism. It substituted 
selfish materialism and competition with an introspective individualism. Merging 
perfectionist Christianity and transcendental method, Theodore Parker emphasized that it 
was a shared sense of the divinity of individual man that held society together. (Fine, 
1969; Mencher, 1967; Thomas, 1965). 

The westward and southward expansion of the young Republic was briefly 
described earlier. The enormous territorial acquisition in such a short period of time had a 
tremendous socioeconomic, as well as psychological, impact on the young nation. The 
frontier captivated the imagination of many Americans for several generations. It was a 
challenge to the adventurous and was believed by many to be the economic panacea for 
the desperate. Americans long took comfort in the belief that the boundless 
opportunities offered by a rich and sparsely populated continent afforded a sure cure 
for the economic ills of the impoverished classes. 

Numerous Americans and newly arrived immigrants did leave the Eastern seaboard 
for the frontier regions. And the frontier did leave an indelible mark in the American 
psyche. As the great frontier historian, Frederick J. Turner (1893), has observed, 
"American social development has been continually beginning over again on the frontier. 
This perennial rebirth, the fluidity of American life, this expansion westward with its new 
opportunities, its continuous touch with the simplicity of primitive society, furnish the 
forces dominating American character” (p. 200). For those who migrated to and settled in 
the undeveloped regions, the frontier helped shape their character. As Turner pointed 
out, the frontier "is productive of individualism. Complex society is precipitated by the 
wilderness into a kind of primitive organization based on the family. The tendency is 
antisocial. It produces antipathy to control, and particularly to any direct control” (p. 22 1). 
Turner described this individualism as strong in selfishness, intolerant of administrative 


experience and education, and pressing individual liberty beyond its proper bound. 
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Explanations of Poverty 

A vigorous laissez-faire liberalism, coupled with an __ individualistic, 
wealth-oriented Protestantism and a frontier mentality, naturally evoked an attitude 
toward poverty that tended to blame the poor for their suffering and to see society and 
social institutions as largely benign. The poor not only were held responsible, they 
deserved to suffer because of their laziness, ineptitude, or immorality. However, not all 
writers in this period blamed the poor. A few delved into economic factors, sometimes 
with considerable insight. The mercantilist influence and the corporate conception of 
society were still evident in some of the analyses of the problem of poverty in the 
ante-bellum period. Matthew Carey, a Philadelphia pamphleteer and a prominent national 
school political economist, was a leading opponent to the individualistic interpretation of 
poverty. He refuted certain popular views about the poor, such as the belief that their 
distress was a result of their own fault. Carey maintained that rather than locating the 
cause for the rise in poor rates in the poor themselves, one must look to the workings 
of a market economy and the effects of increasing mechanization. "A cause has been 
steadily and powerfully operating to increase the poor rates... | mean the rapid and 
oppressive reduction of wages, consequent on the wonderful improvements in 
machinery. Manual labour succumbs in the conflict with steam and water power: and 
everything that supersedes the demand for that labour must increase competition; lower 
wages; produce distress; and... increase the poor rates” (quoted in Axinn and Levin, 1975: 
p. 41). Similarly, Daniel Raymond, another national economists, traced pauperism to the 
unequal distribution of property, which led to an unequal division of the products of 
labor. 

Both Rev. Joseph Tuckerman, a Unitarian "minister to the poor,” and Dr. John H. 
Griscom, a health officer of New York City, recognized the economic and structural 
causes of poverty and championed for social reform (Trattner, 1979). Henry W. Bellows, 
an influential Unitarian minister, also differed from most of his contemporaries in his 
analysis of the etiology of economic dependency. His earlier views toward the poor 
were quite conventional. However, as a result of his survey of charitable institutions in 
New York in 1855, he gradually revised his views. He eventually concluded that poverty 


was not a moral problem that could be overcome simply by hard work. The only 
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effective way to cure the problem of poverty, Bellow maintained, was through "equal 
laws, social rights, popular education, and protective legislation” (quoted in Clark, 1970: p. 
66). His new outlook on poverty was based on a firm belief in institutions. He repudiated 
the laissez-faire Conception of man as a self-interested, self-contained being. This, he 
charged, was an "irrational theory of individuality, which disintegrates the race into its 
component parts and makes each atom of humanity complete in itself...” (quoted in Clark, 
£9 7O>ps66) 

But as Klebaner (1980) has noted, if it is refreshing to hear these views and to 
find a committee of the New York legislature pointing to the unusual economic paralysis 
and the subsequent large scale unemployment as the chief causes of the great increase in 
pauperism in the late 1830's, it is because such views were so rare in comparison with 
the endless speeches, sermons, academic treatises, and government reports, which held 
the poor responsible for their suffering. One writer wrote as early as 1787 that "The 
superior industry, frugality and ability of some will ever procure wealth and respect, 
while the idleness and dissipation of others must beget contempt and indigence” (quoted 
in Main, 1965: pp. 31-32). Such views were not uncommon in the early years during this 
period, but they became the norm in later years. 

The individualistic explanation of poverty which was prevalent throughout 
American society was informed by the current conceptions of man, society, and religion. 
Laissez—faire liberalism and an individualistic religious creed fused to form a powerful 
ideological force. As Bremner (1964) has pointed out, to Americans in the ante—bellum 
era, poverty was unnecessary, but differences in the ability and virtue of men made the 
existence of poverty inevitable, since without the fear of privation the masses would not 
exert and there would be no incentive for the talented to excel. Where it existed, poverty 
was a temporary phenomenon, and both in its cause and cure, it was an individual matter. 
This view both followed and departed from the traditional religious view. The inevitability 
of economic inequality was accepted because it supposedly conformed to God's overall 
scheme for man, but the existence of poverty was attributed to man’s own failure. An 
illustration of this amalgamation of religious and secular perspectives was provided by 
the Humane Society which stated in 1809: "By a just and inflexible law of providence, 


misery is ordained to be the companion and punishment of vice" (quoted in Jacob, 1968; 
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emphases added). 

The adoption of classical economics as the orthodox economic theory during the 
ante-bellum period has been noted. Numerous American citizens also shared the 
conviction of the economists. The remarkable economic performance, rapid 
industrialization, and the relative ease in absorbing millions of mostly impoverished 
immigrants “proved” the efficacy of the laissez-faire system. To most Americans, free 
enterprise capitalism worked. The attitudes of classical political economists toward 
destitution were not entirely unexpected. Their emphasis on_ individualism, state 
nonintervention, and free competition led naturally to an essentially individualistic 
interpretation of poverty. For example, in Malthus's opinion, the poor must be taught "that 
they are themselves the cause of their own poverty; that the means of redress are in 
their Own hands, and in the hands of no other persons whatever” (quoted in Fine, 1969: p. 
7). American classical economists were quick to echo this point of view. George Tucker 
attempted to show that Malthus was right in so far as people had only themselves to 
blame for their poverty. Cooper, Cardozo, and Wayland also agreed with Malthus that 
public relief only encouraged economic dependency. They believed that the poor laws 
destroyed the natural stimulus of self-help and encouraged the poor to rely on society 
instead of themselves. Samuel Newman, author of The Element of Political Economy, 
argued that the poor should not envy the rich, for the rich man’s wealth was the fruit of 
his industry and frugality. Since it was believed that people had equal chances to acquire 
wealth, those who failed should not envy the prosperity of others and complain about 
their lack of it (Conkin, 1980; Dorfman, 1946). 

The poor law reform of 1834 symbolized the triumph of economic individualism 
in England. The objectives of the Reform Act were the abolition of support for those 
who were unable to fend for themselves through gainful employment and the complete 
assumption of responsibility by the able-bodied for their own economic security. The 
contract society, whose seeds were sown in the mercantilist era, became fully mature in 
the official rejection of status commitments and public responsibility tor economic 
welfare. In America, public assistance policies showed striking parallels with the 
recommendations of the English Poor Law Commission. A series of state reports in the 


1820's in New York, New Hampshire, and Pennsylvania closely resembled the English 
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trends. 

Other forces also operated to enhance the individualistic conception of man and 
society, and indirectly promoted an_ individualistic interpretation of poverty. 
Transcendentalism, Christian perfectionism, and the frontier mentality all contributed to 
the development of a theory of personal causation with respect to poverty. By helping to 
discredit the traditional notion that misery and destitution were an inevitable aspect of 
human condition, the Enlightenment made it appear that the poor were personally 
responsible for their plight. Transcendentalism and Christian perfectionism further 
reinforced this individualistic interpretation. 

The frontier and the mentality it generated strengthened the prevalent attitudes 
toward the poor. The optimism, based on the belief in infinite opportunities, persuaded 
Americans that suffering and destitution were unnatural and unnecessary conditions in 
such a rich country. It convinced Americans that the poor always had a final escape: they 
could "go west’ to start afresh. Robert Hartley, who served for more than thirty years as 
Secretary of the New York Association for Improving ine Condition of the Poor, believed 
strongly in the frontier solution. "Providence has bestowed upon us a vast extent of 
unoccupied territorial surface, with a fertile soil and genial climate,” he observed in 1850, 
"if the hale and vigorous cannot earn their subsistence here, they should earn it 
elsewhere.” In his opinion, the greatest kindness that could be shown to the poor was "to 
cause them, if necessary by vigorous measures, to choose the interior for their home, 
where, by honest industry, they may recover self-respect and independence, and 
become blessings instead of burdens to the country” (quoted in Bremner, 1964a: p. 38). 
As well, the vigorous frontier individualism described by Turner was compatible with the 
individualism derived from free enterprise. Both types of individualism opposed aid and 
intervention and believed that individuals were responsible for their own fate and must 
bootstrap themselves. 

Matthew Carey reported what his contemporaries felt about the causes of 
poverty. People were convinced that the suffering and distress of the poor arose 
chiefly, if not wholly, from their idleness, dissipation, and extravagance. They also 
believed that poor relief was pernicious because it fostered idleness and improvidence, 


and thus produced the poverty and distress it was intended to relieve (Mencher, 1967). 
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Although people tended to make the obligatory distinction between the deserving and the 
undeserving poor, they believed that the great majority of those in need belonged to the 
latter category in the face of statistical evidence to the contrary (Coll, 1963). Most 
people held the opinion that in most cases, poverty could be traced to vice and deserved 
to be treated accordingly. For instance, the excessive use of alcoholic beverages was 
often labelled as "the cause of causes’ of pauperism. "We may consider intemperance as 
the most prolific source of degradation,” declared one member of the New York 
Association for Improving the Condition of the Poor (quoted in Trattner, 1979: p. 62). Of 
the 132 Connecticut towns that answered the questions of a legislative committee in 
1852 on the extent and causes of pauperism, only Union in Tolland County, with thirteen 
paupers, mentioned “want of employment” as the cause. The most frequent responses 
were “intemperance” and “immigration.” Unemployment and other economic factors were 
conveniently ignored (Klebaner, 1980). 

It is revealing to observe how individuals, whose business was to assist the 
indigent, explained poverty. Although the Association for Improving the Conditions of the 
Poor in New York and the Children’s Aid Society promoted incidental reforms, it was the 
belief of their rouniere Robert Hartley and Charles Loring Brace, that the major causes 
of poverty were laziness, lack of application, and moral laxity (Davis, 1967). Hartley 
wrote: "Every able-bodied man, in this country may support himself and family 
comfortably; if you do not, it is probably owing to idleness, improvidence, or 
intemperance” (quoted in Mencher, 1967: p. 270). Similarly, the New York Society for the 
Prevention of Pauperism made known its view: "No man who is temperate, frugal, and 
willing to work need suffer or become a pauper” (quoted in Trattner, 1973). Again, in its 
1819 Annual Report, the Society noted that nine-tenths of the city’s poverty and 
wretchedness "proceeds directly or indirectly from the want of correct moral 
principle..." (quoted in Heale, 1968). 

These attitudes toward poverty were reflected in the way the poor were treated. 
The objective of most charity organizations was not so much to help the needy as to 
combat moral degradation. For instance, the constitution of the New York Association for 
Improving the Condition of the Poor identified the goal of the organization as ‘the 


elevation of the moral and physical condition of the indigent; and so far as compatible 
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with these objects, the relief of their necessities” (quoted in Trattner, 1973). The New 
York Society for the Prevention of Pauperism declared in 1819 that the character of the 
poor could be improved and destitution eradicated only "by inculcating religion, morality, 
sobriety, and industry, and by diffusing useful knowledge among the indigent and laboring 
people” (quoted in Mohl, 1972: p. 943). Theordore Sedgwick wrote profusely on the 
causes and effects of poverty. He maintained that poverty arose from ignorance or 
deficiencies of character in individuals and thus would yield only to instruction and 
self-help. The American poor, he stated, could overcome poverty by hard work and 
frugality (Conkin, 1980). These views partly reflected the work ethic that was still an 
extremely powerful and pervasive belief in American society (Rodgers, 1979). 

All in all, the explanations of poverty given during the ante-bellum era were 
‘mostly individualistic in nature. Poverty was blamed on the poor themselves. Social 
responsibility for economic adversity received little recognition. This, it has been argued, 
was largely attributable to economic individualism and laissez-faire liberalism which were 


the dominant trends of thought in this period. 


FROM THE CIVIL WAR TO THE 1920’S 


The period from the Civil War to the Great Depression, like the early modern 
period, was a transitional era with regard to attitudes toward poverty. On the one hand, it 
was during the post-bellum years that the individualistic interpretation of poverty became 
most widely accepted. On the other hand, there were clear indications that the 
individualistic point of view was becoming increasingly anachronistic. With the maturation 
of the capitalist economy, new schools of thought emerged, generating new modes of 
explanation. These new ideas — the social interpretations of poverty — were at first 
expressed hesitantly and with reservation, but gradually they acquired a status of 


respectability and became as important as, if not more important than, the individualistic 


explanations. 


ee a \v x & 
aoe a 

went ext? JTR1 nenttent qh-eehoup) "esitioeegso iaiett 48 Wigwa 

bo tetnatento act fat Tat ni ‘a relowe tnateegust 7 tonight ave 

sil orn nogist pres. uid ving’ paresibag Neibtiiew; ie 2 ¥ 
panos! brig megbini ect grate epRehywon a Mes priest v6 
at? ne vieavio1g slow Acwigigr, a ooiwseT ERE no ov@n “i 
1) Sots Mort ego vs. yimsvom sari isaicts BM, Sh eoucne fs 
nas oiBaueni Oo Vino <oherty ae ma ore 2 eis op 
ore aiour: bet) ve eee emss 313 vis bins ese as ek, 
. aun 
ng lite 2aw tere ortia how sai bafseia’ yiitea eary scant u 
SBI x anno R! visions 4a rms 4 ‘late sa tinal as 
‘ew 8%@ teuiled-sins afi onituey tevia'y71S agro" Anqsiaight a 
H20¢. davieemat. 1G0o Bri 6 bemerd ew 47 “eyes! amudan Ai 


beucis need.ser 7) ci) noimoodeh sini. bavisle) * odueg: comerone 3 


stew dinw treilersdil sei ~ Seeetel HM mie SUV ne Yc — sighs 


Soi ater aig. to 
a 


nzaber (one ari? ail Ngize— AsO hae) Sr 6s ey, ied or 

1 best ord aed nb cag pct! sphas ts cigar val as 
sad urravoag te adits: Mharnt étedahivese Sr: heii? Pay wit 08 

ot 6c apctagion 6 - ae sect ieehase ne verges tele 

rele WBITE OTH. ani aitenoswoane wont an Sri : orimmagieat 2aw api tring ot 

to. esr ovAm Bniterare naga inquodt, #9. R@QHES inaln spe yadenins> oF 

Te0° f% led = = = \ravee:to Suara ete aa = ~ isa nse Sent 


of, ; 
Le aie 8 eet ‘Wert. ylactiong: tad noewesey tenon 9 


7 _ srmiaui 8 ann: mite SAem fern 11 ag sonogram 
: 

ck uti * caioy ws " 
oo 


re ' = 


7 


76 


Structural Transformation 

The Civil War brought massive destruction to America, particularly in the South. It 
mained, widowed, and orphaned tens of thousands of people. Major endeavors were 
made after the war to relieve and assist the veterans and other victims of the armed 
conflict. Few questioned the causes of the suffering. It was generally accepted that the 
social and economic dislocation was the inevitable consequences of the war. But as the 
wound started to heal and as the memory of the war faded, the old attitudes and views 
toward poverty returned. They returned with added strength because the post—bellum 
industrial growth and economic prosperity convinced most Americans that their 
socioeconomic system was basically sound and that their faith in laissez-faire liberalism 
had been vindicated. The individualistic perspective became the orthodox interpretation 
of poverty and wealth. 

The prevalence of individualistic explanations of poverty after the Civil War and 
the gradual reemergence of the social interpretation were very much related to the social 
and economic transformation during this period and the concomitant changes in social, 
religious, and economic thinking. The socioeconomic processes, initiated during the 
ante—bellum period by population increase, urbanization, territorial expansion, economic 
growth, and industrialization continued almost unabated, with the exception of a brief 
interruption due to the Civil War. The American economy was still primarily agricultural in 
the middie of the nineteenth century. It is during the period from the Civil War to the 
Great Depression that America emerged as the world’s greatest industrial power. The 
nation continued to grow both in size and in population. During the last four decades of 
the century, the number of states increased from thirty-three to forty-five. Territorial 
expansion was accompanied by population gain. The American population of 36 million in 
1865 more than doubled to 76 million in 1900. During the same period 13 million 
immigrants poured into the United States, hoping to seek a better life in the new 
homeland. 

Population growth, whether through natural increase or immigration, provided the 
needed labor for industrialization and an expanding market for consumer goods. Every 
sector of the economy was growing by leaps and bounds. For instance, in 1850 America 


had less than 10,000 miles of railway. By 1900 the country had 200,000 miles of tracks 
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- roughly the combined mileage of all European nations. The production of coal and iron 
increased dramatically. By 1900 the United States was making a third of the world’s steel. 
The gross national product rose from about $6.7 billion to about $16.8 billion during the 
last three decades of the century. Equally important was the spread of industrialization to 
less developed regions of the country. Thus, by the turn of the century, the United States 
. had attained the status of a major economic and industrial power (Curti et al., 1953). 

The two to three decades after the Civil War were a thriving period for 
Capitalistic advantures, rapid industrialization, and economic growth. But by the late 
nineteenth and early twentieth century, the American economy appeared to have fully 
matured. Substantial changes were observable in the output, as well as the structure, of 
American industry. In the last decade of the nineteenth century, only a few corporations 
other than railways were capitalized at $10 million. By the early twentieth century, the 
number of such corporations had increased to about 300, of which approximately fifty 
were capitalized at more than $50 million; seventeen at more than $100 million; and one, 
United States Steel, at almost $1.5 billion. During this period, some of the largest 
American trusts were created: Standard Oil, Consolidated Tobacco, American Smelting, 
and United States Steel. By the eve of the First World War, supercorporations dominated 
coal, agricultural machinery, sugar, telecommunication, public utility, iron and steel, 
railways, oil, tobacco, and copper. The control of American industry had passed from the 
hands of individual owners and enterpreneurs to professional managers who were 
responsible to a board of directors often controlled by a small and powerful group of 
financiers and capitalists (Axinn and Levin, 1975). 

Although the Sherman Anti-Trust Act and the Supreme Court's order to dismantle 
Standard Oil had prevented total market domination by large corporations, it did not 
substantially change the monopolistic nature of American capitalism. What resulted was a 
situation of ie Seppelstia competition” among a handful of major corporations. 
Competition was maintained in advertising, service, and quality, but not in price, which 
was fixed by intercorporation “understanding.” The free market competition situation of 
the early and middle nineteenth century was never to return (Curti et al, 1953). The 


American economic conditions during this period were aptly described by Commager 


(1955): 
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The contro! and exploitation of natural resources by private individuals or 
corporations was concentrating wealth and power in the hands of the few... 
Giant corporations, built up by such business captains as Rockefeller, 
Carnegie, and James Hill, were thrusting small business into a hopelessly 
subordinate position. Finance capitalism, in the hands of men like J. P. Morgan, 
George F. Baker, and Jacob Schiff, was shifting the control of industry from 
the builders to the bankers and converting the directorates of many 
corporations into a tightly knit structure; the findings of the Pujo Committee 
of 1912 went far to justify the popular term "money trust.” The farmer, 
selling in a world market and buying in a protected one, and confronted by 
far-reaching scientific and technological changes, was being forced to the 
wall. For the new economic world that rose above the horizon at the end of 
the century, the old orthodox economic theory was as irrelevant as the old 
orthodox theological theory for the new world of science (p. 227). 

The economic transformation was accompanied by two other developments that 
had substantial effects on American society during this period: the closing of the frontier 
and the reduced chances of upward mobility. For over half a century, Americans saw the 
resourceful but relatively unpopulated continent as a means to solve the problems of 
unemployment, poverty, and lack of opportunity in cities. Orestes Brownson’'s warning, 
voiced in 1840, that the wilderness had receded so far that new lands were already 
beyond the reach of the ordinary people, went unheeded. But by the end of the century, 
the frontier had virtually been closed. There were very few habitable areas that remained 
unexplored and unoccupied. Henry Demarest Lloyd declared in 1884: "Our young men can 
no longer go west; they must go up or down’ (quoted in Bremner, 1964a: p. 21). This 
declaration signifies the end of an era. 

Americans also discovered that their chances of "going up” were equally limited. 
Although Americans, under the influence of laissez-faire individualism, firmly believed 
that the American class structure was fluid, studies have found that there is more fiction 
than facts in this rags-to-riches theory, even prior to the rise of monopolistic capitalism. 
While a few authors (e.g, Gutman, 1977) are able to document the upward mobility of 
self-made men, most writers (e.g., Gregory and Neu, 1962; Pessen, 1973; and 
Thernstrom, 1964) tend to agree with Miller (1962) who sardonically points out that poor 
boys who become business leaders have always been more conspicuous in American 
history books than in American history. By the end of the nineteenth century, even 
Americans had come to realize that diligence, individual initiative, and entrepreneurial spirit 
could no longer guarantee them a place in the upper social strata The growth of big 


corporations further constrained the sphere of individual action. The latter part of the 


nineteenth century witnessed a concentration of wealth similar to the centralization of 
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corporate power. As the nation prospered, the growth at the upper social strata far 
exceeded that of either the middie or the working class. In 1899, the richest 1.6 percent 
of the population accounted for 10.8 percent of the national income. By 1910, their 
share of the national income had gone up to 19 percent (Axinn and Levin, 1975). It is in 
recognition of this stratification process that ex-President Rutherford B. Hayes, writing 
in 1890, complained about "the wrong and evils of the money-piling tendency of our 
country” which were "giving all power to the rich and bringing in pauperism and its 
attendant crimes and wretchedness like a flood’ (quoted in Garraty, 1968: pp. 310-11). 
Richard Ely also lamented the widening gulf between the social classes: "Never before 
had there been seen in America such contrasts between fabulous wealth and absolute 


penury” (quoted in Gettelman, 1963: p. 314). 


/deological Changes 

These economic and social changes during the sixty odd years from the Civil War 
to the Great Depression were reflected in substantial ideological shifts. It was during the 
two to three decades after the Civil War that laissez-faire individualism reached its height 
and was most widely espoused. Laissez-—faire individualism found in social Darwinism its 
principal spokesman. As Hofstadter (1966) has observed, in the three decades after the 
Civil War, it was impossible to be active in any field of intellectual work without 
mastering Herbert Spencer, the founder of social Darwinism. But Spencer's doctrine 
were imported into North America from England long after individualism had become a 
national creed. Social Darwinism served the conservative cause in two ways. First, the 
Darwinian slogans, "struggle for existence” and "survival of the fittest,” when applied to 
the social domain, justified the economic status quo. It promised a bright future by 
suggesting that the competitive process would induce unceasing social progress. Second, 
the idea of development over aeons reinforced the belief that all natural social processes 
were slow in the making and would not be hastened or redirected by artificial 
intervention. 

The most influential American social Darwinist was William Graham Sumner. He 
successfully welded into one coherent doctrine three great traditions of Western 


capitalist culture: the Protestant ethic, classical economics, and Darwinian theory. Basing 
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his major premises on Spencerian ideas, Sumner whole-heartedly supported the 
principles of laissez faire. The first fact of life, he proclaimed, was the struggle for 
survival. The major benefit of this struggle was the production of capital, which was the 
bedrock of economic and social progress. The survival of the fittest necessarily implied 
the existence of social inequality. Indeed, Sumner asserted that the principle of social 
evolution inevitably negated the traditional American beliefs in equality and natural right. 

Closely related to the Darwinian doctine of the survival of the fittest was the 
celebrated American belief in the equality of opportunity. The rapid economic growth and 
general prosperity in the Gilded Age convinced many Americans that their society, unlike 
European societies, was an essentially open one that offered boundless opportunities for 
everybody. Although there were class distinctions, social stratification merely mirrowed 
individual differences in intelligence, industry, and initiative. While the successful would 
move up the social ladder, those who failed to make it would move downward or 
stayput. The novels of Horatio Alger and the biographies of William Makepeace Thayer 
perpetuated this myth of rags to riches. 

As Lerner (1963) has remarked, however, one of the paradoxes of American 
social and intellectual history is the fact that laissez faire reached its height as a system 
of economic thought at the very time when its soot as a system of economic 
organization was already evident. The restructuring of American society and the changing 
needs in political economy, particularly in the last decades of the nineteenth century, 
were reflected in new social, religious, and economic thinking. The structural basis of 
these new schools of thought was often to be found in the socioeconomic changes in 
the second half of the nineteenth century. It is Polanyi's (1944) contention that the 
expansion of the market economy inevitably begets protective counter moves in the 
form of collectivist reactions. He maintains that, in the case of America, as long as a free 
supply of land, labor, and money continued to be available, man, nature, and business 


needed no government protection. However, 


(as) soon as these conditions ceased to exist, social protection set in. As the 
lower ranges of labor could not any more be freely replaced from an 
inexhaustible reservoir of immigrants, while its higher ranges were unable to 
settle freely on the land; as the soil and natural resources became scarce and 
had to be husbanded; as the gold standard was introduced in order to remove 
the currency from politics and to link domestic trade with that of the world, 
the United States caught up with a century of European development: 
protection of the soil and its cultivators, social security for labor through 
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unionism and legislation, and central banking - all on the largest scale - made 
their appearance (p. 202). 


The reactions against laissez-faire liberalism and the social and economic order it 
supported were at first feeble, inhibited, and isolated. They were individual expressions 
of concern and bewilderment that the reality of late—nineteenth-century America had 
deviated from the accepted social ideals. However, individual frustrations and 
apprehensions soon coalesced to become organized protests and mass movements. 
These included the Progressive, social gospel, populist, and settlement movements. Not 
content with attacking the weaknesses of laissez-faire liberalism, they offered alternative 
economic theories and social philosophies. 

The subordination of agrarian democracy to the fast growing commercial and 
economic interests sparked the protest of populism. The populists looked backward with 
nostalgia to the lost agrarian paradise and the republican America of the early nineteenth 
century. Their traditional adherence to self reliance was threatened not only by natural 
calamities, but also by railway abuses, market instability, manipulations by middlemen and 
moneylenders, and government fiscal policies. The farmers were among the first to 
discard the liberal world-view and to openly advocate the regulation of private business 
and increased government responsibility for the commonweal (Bremner, ..1964a; 
Hofstadter, 1955). 

The Progressive Movement was an attempt by the middle class to deal with the 
problems arising from the new socioeconomic order by means of organized government 
intervention. The Progressives proposed a dual approach to deal with these problems, 
particularly the dangers from the extreme left and right. They feared both the arbitrary 
power of a plutocracy and the revolutionary potential of the impoverished masses. Their 
program called for a reform of the business order by restoring competition and an 
improvement of the economic position of the working class. Supporters of the 
Progressive Movement were deeply concerned about the existing social problems: the 
increasing frequency and bitterness of industrial strifes, the destitution of a large number 
of people, the exploitation of women and child labor, and the appalling working 
conditions in many factories and mines. Their concern was due to a genuine desire to 
help the victims of economic exploitation and the fear that social conflict of a massive 


scale would eventuate if the condition was allowed to deteriorate. On the other hand, the 


Sherr - sigce feeQ76! id No ioctl ermine ae 


ti 1sb.0 simoneas hns lsisce eft ons mails yedit 
Enews Kee teutihn! didi yertt resin ou 
bed sanertA ywinso-tnesteain-atel 16 vineer'snt fertt 
nok anousweutt léuhivibrs. (eyRyOrT) CeaeDy idoe ‘om 
sinemeven. 2am. brid stesFoiqubaingpie) emaoed oF ascaslen 
7oV ainernevom Inemehige oon tices NES iginod av 2 
swisrivatile barsttTo york mais reac 3 Wet “xsecetni bos ee @23 iS 
asin lle all 
ate isinerrnoo amworp, tes) ert, or /eagomph Tene tees ame 
_iiwdesd baton! 2lalugog-sn)) mMenhinoe ae leaigno sa 
egitiugey arty Gig: srinsrsee 
ewisn ya vite fon eorieige 1 ab SSaeie Wee. OF sbhendein: 
sre nsmnelbbine yo enoteiagitsm jy iicdeienijo% bane 7 eeeude nie 
3 oT 2scilog ISbeH i anal 
eameud staving te notkivbes Sf stssavoe \irteqo Sait oo ee 


SiO) . s4iieia). aWwhomimeg ee! Goi ae Cinenes 


a 
a 
. 
é 
‘ 
} 
ri 
a 
3 
+ 
rs 


? jew? oct: proms sww SIS 


STEN AVOD DFS.NaGsO i SGES TS Shag JUD 
TEES BG © Spebqaie ‘aed 
revs act ried beset yenl Godn bie Mt siete & ant er arin a. 
van? seers ete aVeart sit Ps aunsted ay engi Abie. eat bing ydeboondere — 
ns bre colineamas Ginseatilyd abit t zehiangd Sint i} revue” % wae palin ot 
ar? to swhoadee Soph. ortiig © eri. to. noitabey omnerionie: wilt’ Ao ane 
a? amgidd 1 isidcd-Oiiselx= ah? Toeds assaiino Maess: Saw nee oe 
EdmUn ag Is ¢ t9 roitufiaab sht.estiize tsiwayony 76 cuan nyt bri Ronee eeomeNOAT | 
nia Qniledi ail bne® Godel bits. bas sop id RoiEneIKS ont wgeeq to 
Oo? s¥Esen sense 5 = Sub REY TaEne> neil seul BAe: ase ee a SONTIHNOD 
evianenha 40 SbUtAds Inoog ert tee? sft OAs. erpisbaietean ima 16 erniaiy rit gir 
arit boGd vero adit nO alerartatad 01 bewolle 26 nainiseog sri Henan ohariy lan / 


aTaige i} 2eent nip ssbod 


a4 
pa 
i 
to 
i 


} 


as 7 
: io iy : 4 md 


82 


Progressives were deeply troubled by the ever increasing power of private business and 
the concentration of wealth in fewer and fewer hands. They, therefore, turned to the 
government for solutions (Hofstadter, 1955). 

In the early nineteenth century, an authoritarian religious doctrine was replaced by 
amore democratic creed of salvation through individual regeneration. This transformation 
resulted in an emphasis on personal morality. By the latter part of the nineteenth century, 
however, it had become evident that the prevailing social and economic conditions were 
not at all conducive to individual moral uplifting. The rise of the social gospel movement 
in the late nineteenth and early twentieth century was in part a response to the perceived 
contradiction between an emphasis on individual morality and a realization of the 
powerful and unwholesome social forces that impinged on the individual. The 
distinguishing feature of the social gospel movement was its insistence that society, even 
more than individuals, stood in need of redemption. Social gospelers such as Washington 
Gladden, Theordore Munger, Josiah Strong, Richard Ely, and John R. Commons strongly 
objected to the ethical implications of laissez-faire individualism. Unlike evangelical 
Protestantism, the social gospel did not hesitate to question the status quo and to 
attribute individual imperfections to overall social maladjustment. Theordore Munger, in 
his The Freedom of Faith (1883), was one of the first to present a systematic statement 
on the social gospel. The individual, he maintained, was so much a part of the society in 
which he lived that it would be impossible to save individual souls without first redeeming 
society. Many important leaders of the Progressive Movement of the early twentieth 
century, such as Theodore Roosevelt and Robert La Follette, were influenced by the 
social gospel. It also made a profound impression on the middle-class supporters of 
Progressivism. The social gospel made it possible for Progressives to promote reform in 
the name of Christianity. It imparted authority to their cause and provided social 
reformism with a link with tradition (Bremner, 1964a; Fine, 1969). 

Joined in the revolt against the established Protestant Church was the social 
Christianity movement. As Gutman (1977) has noted, while the social gospel was 
essentially a middie- and upper-class reformist movement, social Christianity was largely 
a working-class protest movement in the Gilded Age. It originated from the Christian 


perfectionism and post-millennialism of ante-bellum evangelical and reform movements. 
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This religious faith justified trade unionism and labor agitation, motivated workers to 
challenge the new industrialism, and sanctioned social reforms. The Journal of United 
Labor chided clergymen who supported the free enterprise system: "The Church which 
allows the competitive system of each for himself, without a never-silent protest, is not 
a living Christian church; for ‘each for himself’ is a gospel of lies. That never was God's 
decree’ (quoted in Gutman, 1977: p. 103). Together, the social gospel and social 
Christianity movements challenged the religious establishment and its endorsement of the 
existing socioeconomic order. 

In response to and reflecting the substantially altered socioeconomic conditions in 
the country, new schools of thought emerged from sociology, economics, philosophy, 
Christian theology, and social work. The legitimacy and efficacy of laissez-faire 
individualism as an ideology were increasingly called into question by the new intellectuals 
and social thinkers. For instance, Washington Gladden, a historical school political 
economist and a prominent social gospeler, regarded the overthrow of classical political 
economy as "the first business of the Christian Church.” Richard Ely, as the spokesman of 
the historical school of political economy, stated: "While we recognize the necessity of 
individual initiative in industrial life, we hold that the doctrine of laissez faire is unsafe in 
politics and unsound in morals..." (quoted in Commager, 1955: p. 234). Social Darwinism, 
as an embodiment of laissez-faire individualism, bore the brunt of the attack. Lester 
Ward, an important figure in early American sociology, was one of the first prominent 
thinkers to challenge the tenets of social Darwinism. In his critique of Sumner's What 
Social Classes Owe to Each Other, he declared: 

The whole book is based on the fundamental error that the favors of this 
world are distributed entirely according to merit. Poverty is only a proof of 
indolence and vice. Wealth simply shows the industry and virtue of the 


possessors. The very most is made of Malthusianism, and human activities are 
degraded to a complete level with those of animals (quoted in Hofstadter, 


1966: p. 79) 


Others soon joined in the onslaught against social Darwinism. These included social 
gospel Christians, sociologists such as Albion Small and Edward Ross, social reformers 
such as Henry George, Edward Bellamy, and Henry Damarest Lloyd, and philosophers like 


John Dewey. They questioned the assumptions and discredited the arguments of social 


Darwinism. 
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The criticism directed at social Darwinism was only a more focused attack on a 
broader target - laissez-faire liberalism. The belief elements of classical liberalism, such 
as the normic model of society, individualism, the concept of natural law, and the ideal of 
a noninterventionist state, were challenged one by one by its opponents. The evolution 
from an agrarian, relatively simple society to a highly developed commercial and industrial 
society precipitated much of this ideological shift. As society became more complex and 
the social units more interdependent, there was a growing awareness that society was an 
organic whole and that the welfare of an individual was inseparable from the collective 
well-being. The individual was no longer seen as capable of standing on his own, but was 
generally regarded as the product of his social and physical environment. The 
individualism of Jackson, Emerson, and Sumner, which emphasized the primacy of the 
autonomous, self-sufficient individual and freedom from any sort of social constraint, 
was attacked. Rev. George N. Boardman of Binghampton, New York, a social gospeler, 
regarded individualism as a "segregating, selfish, centrifugal force that dissipates society” 
(quoted in Fine, 1969: p. 175). Morality, he emphasized, was social not individual. In the 
late nineteenth and early twentieth century, individualism was given a new interpretation. It 
had come to mean freedom to participate and cooperate in society. In this modern sense, 
it was expressed in terms of a person's ability to contribute to the welfare of the 
collectivity, of which he was an integral part. This new interpretation recognized the need 
for coordination and interdependence in an increasingly complex society (Ward, 1964). 
This point of view was more and more advocated by social scientists. Charles Horton 
Cooley, for instance, devoted the entire first part of his book, Social Organization, to 
"demonstrating the classical proposition that man is a social animal, against the profound 
American sentiment that opposes self and society... Man owes the form of his 
individuality not to his own creative ego but to the creative collectivity’ (quoted in 
Gregor, 1968: p. 322). Similarly, Federick Winslow Taylor, commonly regarded as the 
father of scientific management, said in 1906: 

The time is fast going by for the great personal or individual achievement of 
any one man standing alone and without the help of those around him. And the 
time is coming when all the great things will be done by the cooperation of 
many men in which each man performs the function for which he is best 
suited, each man preserves his individuality and is supreme in his particular 
function, and each man at the same time loses none of his originality and 


proper personal initiative, and yet is controlled by and must work 
harmoniously with many other men (quoted in Ward, 1964: p. 68). 
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Classical economists tended to describe the social world as guided by natural 
laws analogous to those governing the universe. Human interference with such laws, it 
was Claimed, would bring about adverse consequences. It was Sumner's belief that "the 
life of man is surrounded and limited by the equilibrium of the forces of nature, which 
man can never disturb, and within the bounds of which he must find his chances” (quoted 
in Fine, 1969: p.84). The belief in natural law provided considerable justification for 
upholding the status quo and rejecting social change. It is therefore not surprising that it 
was espoused by many businessmen. "Oh, these grand immutable, all-wise laws of natural 
forces,” exclaimed Carnegie, "how perfect they work if human legislators would only let 
them alone. But no, they must be tinkering” (quoted in Fine, 1969: p. 103). However, the 
obsession with natural law did not go unchallenged, particularly in the latter part of the 
nineteenth century. A prominent Episcopalian clergyman, R. Heber Newton, criticized 
those who "make a fetish of natural law.” He emphasized that man "can largely command 
the natural law of society just as he so largely commands the natural law of the physical 
world” idusiee in Fine, 1969: p. 183). Similar criticisms were made by social scientists 
such as Lester Ward. 

It gradually became apparant to the opponents of laissez-faire liberalism that the 
belief in natural law was essentially a guise for a let-alone policy in the realm of human 
affairs. However, the new social and economic reality in late nineteenth century called for 
intelligent social intervention in the public interest. The emergence of big business and the 
substantial reduction in free competition forced business, government, and intellectual 
leaders to look beyond the hackneyed slogans of laissez faire for solutions to pressing 
social and economic problems. For instance, Henry Adams, one of the most influential 
economists of the historical school, challenged "the universality of the rule of 
noninterference.” The major flaw in the arguments of laissez faire, he pointed out, was 
the assumption that every individual, by working to advance his own interests, inevitably 
enhanced the collective well-being of society. The state should and must intervene in 
cases where this assumption did not hold true (Garraty, 1968). 

Even big business had come to realize the necessity of government intervention in 
economic matters to protect against irresponsible business conducts and to maintain a 


certain degree of market and economic stability. As Weinstein (1968) puts it, government 
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and big business began to recognize each other. Cooperation and planning replaced 
confrontation and anarchy. Economists, social gospel Christians, and social philosphers all 
advocated the need for planning and for the government to play a more active role. 
Simon Nelson Patten, an economist of the historical school, promoted the virtue of 
national planning. Richard Ely, another historical school economist and a prominent social 
gospel Christian, advised the Church to utilize the state as a means to secure necessary 
reforms. "God," he asserted, "works through the state in carrying out His purposes. more 
universally than through any other institutions” (quoted in Fine, 1969: p. 180). Henry 
George and Edward Bellamy decried the lack of planning and urged the government to 
take a more active role in order to keep pace with social progress, These social 
philosophers helped create a more responsive attitude toward social change through 
conscious planning. 

At the same time, more and more Americans came to recognize the necessity of 
state intervention to protect the individual against big business, big labor, and other 
powerful vested interests. They sensed their individual powerlessness and turned to the 
government for support and protection. This sentiment was best captured by William 
Dean Howells who said in 1894: 

The struggle for life has changed from a free fight to an encounter of 
disciplined forces, and the free fighters that are left get ground to pieces 
between organized labor and organized capital (quoted in Hofstadter, 1955: p. 
206) 
There was also a fear that big conglomerates, because of their enormous wealth and 
power, would dominate all other interests and would emasculate American democracy 
and pluralism. Woodrow Wilson reflected this general apprehension when he said: 
If monopoly persists, monopoly will always sit at the helm of the government. 
| do not expect to see monopoly restrain itself. If there are men in this 
country big enough to own the government of the United States, they are 
going to own it (quoted in Hofstadter, 1955: p. 233). 
More and more Americans came to see the government as the only force effective and 
powerful enough to counterweigh big business and private wealth. Citizens were also 
seeking government protection against the vicissitudes of an unregulated economy. There 
were four major depressions during the second half of the nineteenth century: 


1857-1862, 1873-1879, 1883-1885, and 1893-1896. While a few people 


benefitted handsomely from the boom-and-bust fluctuations, tens of thousands of 
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ordinary people suffered through unemployment and loss of savings and investments. 
The period between the mid- 1880's and the early 1890's was the watershed in 
the development of American social thought. It is Garraty’'s (1968) opinion that in the 
eighties, laissez faire found few defenders with innovative ideas. While poeple like Lester 
Ward, Woodrow Wilson, and political economists of the historical schoo! were still in 
the minority in their respective professions, they practically dominated the creative social 
thinking of that period. After 1890, the collectivist proclamation was no longer a voice in 
the wilderness. Although the old rhetoric continued to be heard, it could no longer drown 


out the increasingly powerful arguments of the anti-laissez—faire advocates. 


Explanations of Poverty 

An examination of the views toward poverty shows that during the first two to 
three decades after the Civil War, most of the expressed views on the causes of 
poverty were individualistic in nature. In other words, poverty was explained mainly in 
terms of the characteristics or behaviors of the poor. This point of view appeared to 
receive fairly wide support, particularly among clergymen, businessmen, and academics. 
Christian leaders of the establishment Church generally saw property as a sacred right 
and regarded inequality as natural. It was commonly accepted that those who were 
economically successful were men with desirabie intellectual and moral qualities, whereas 
those who had failed to make it were people with undesirable attributes. “God,” 
proclaimed the eminent churchman, Henry Ward Beecher, in 1877, "has intended the 
great to be great, and the little to be little’ (quoted in. Fine, 1969: p. 119). However, 
wealth and poverty were not merely the results of predestination. According to Beecher, 
it was a "general truth” that "no man in this land suffers from poverty unless it be more 
than his fault — unless it be his sin” (quoted in Fine, 1969: p. 119; original emphasis). 
Similar views were expressed by other religious leaders. Russell Conwell, a Baptist 
clergyman, asserted, "The number of poor to be sympathized with is very small... To 
sympathize with a man whom God has punished for his sins, thus to help him when God 
will still continue a just punishment, is to do wrong, no doubt about it” (quoted in Gutman, 
1977: p. 82). Roswell D. Hitchcock of Union Theological Seminary maintained that capital 


was the product of intelligence, self-denial, and control. He stated: "At bottom, it is an 
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immorality to fight against the inequality of condition, which simply corresponds with 
inequality of endowment” (quoted in Fine, 1969: p. 120). By identifying the wealthy with 
the godly and the talented, and the poor with the immoral and the inferior, churchmen 
provided strong religious and moral defence for the rich and their riches. 

The fact that in the Gilded Age the prominent businessmen were actively justifying 
and defending their economic position is not surprising. The arguments advanced by them 
were similar to those used by Protestant churchmen: economic success was the fruit of 
virtues, abilities, and exertion; economic failure was the consequence of immorality, 
incompetency, and laziness. In his book, The Successful Men of Business, Benjamin 
Wood explained that success was "nothing more or less than doing thoroughly what 
others do indifferently” (quoted in Fine, 1969: p. 98). According to S. C. T. Dodd, solicitor 
for Standard Oil, poverty continued to exist in a land of plenty "because nature or the 
devil has made some men weak and imbecile and others lazy and worthless, and neither 
man nor God can do much for one who will do nothing for himself” (quoted in Fine, 
1969: p. 98). 

This doctrine of individual determination of economic status was also endorsed 
by many in the intellectual community. Academics provided justifications for the existing 
socioeconomic order. "The poor,” said one economist, ‘are not poor because the rich are 
rich... The poor are a great deal less poor and a great deal less numerous than they would 
be, except for the service of capital, of which they enjoy the greater part of the benefit’ 
(quoted in Fine, 1969: p. 59). The social Darwinists were probably the most important 
intellectual defenders of this point of view. William Graham Sumner (1969) stated in 
1883: 

But the weak (referring to the disadvantaged) who constantly arouse the pity 

of humanitarians and philanthropists are the shiftless, the imprudent, the 

negligent, the impractical, and the inefficient, or they are the idle, the 

intemperate, the extravagant, and the vicious (Vol. |, p. 476). 
In another occasion, he admonished, "Let every man be sober, industrious, prudent, and 
wise, and bring up his children to be so likewise, and poverty will be abolished in a few 
generations” (quoted in Hofstadter, 1955: p. 61). 

Social Darwinism generated a related type of explanations, explanations in terms 


of hereditary differences among people. Dugdale’s study of the Jukes was often cited to 


support the argument that heredity was a Cause of pauperism. Heredity and personal 
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inadequacies were combined to explain the genesis and persistence of economic want. 
For instance, Sumner (1969) asserted, "In the last analysis, therefore, we come back to 
vice, in its original and hereditary forms, as the correlative of misery and poverty” (Vol. 
ll, p. 93; emphases added). Similarly, Dr. Charles Hoyt's study on the causes of poverty in 
1875 concluded that: 
Most cases of pauperism are due to idleness, improvidence, drunkenness, or 
other forms of vicious indulgence, which are frequently, if not universally, 
hereditary in character. Insufficient attention has been given to hereditary 
factors, and society must take positive measures to cope with them (quoted in 
Schneider and Deutsch, 1969: p. 27). 
It only took a small step to move from an argument based on inept individuals to a theory 
predicated on inferior races. Poverty was commonly associated with the Irish even 
before the massive Irish immigration during the 1840's. The racial inferiority arugument 
resurfaced in the late nineteenth century with the heavy inflow of impoverished Eastern 
and Southern European immigrants. It was argued, for example, that the Polish were poor 
because they were ignorant, lazy, and dirty (Betten, 1973; Mencher, 1967). 

The popularity of the individualistic interpretations of poverty reached its zenith in 
the latter part of the nineteenth century. At the same time, structural explanations were 
slowly gaining acceptance. There were clear indications that more and more Americans 
were dissatisfied with the traditional interpretations of poverty and were seeking 
alternative perspectives. Reflecting the conflicting ideological forces, two major schools 
of thought with respect to the étiology of economic dependency confronted each other 
during the last decades of the nineteenth century. The cross current of opinions was 
observable in the changing and conflicting points of view. 

A typical example is Josephine Shaw Lowell, a prominent figure in the charity 
organization movement. Her views on poverty and charity reflected the conflicting 
influences that were brought to bear on many thoughtful social reformers during that 
period. While conscious of the role played by environmental factors in poverty, she 
regarded the intellectual and moral character of the poor as inferior (Saveth, 1980). She 
was convinced that "the usual cause of poverty is to be found in some deficiency — 
moral, mental, or physical — in the person who suffers” (quoted in Bremner, 1980: p. 
199). Commenting on the character of the poor people, she said, "(Since) their distress is 


due to inherent faults, either physical, mental or moral, it becomes very difficult to cure 
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it” (quoted in Gettelman, 1963: p. 329). On the other hand, referring to the workers made 
unemployed by the depression of 1893-1896, Lowell said that the causes of their 
destitution were "as much beyond their power to avert as if they had been natural 
calamities of fire, flood, or storm’ (quoted in Bremner, 1964a: p. 22). 

The same kind of conflicting opinions was found in the works of Amos F. 
Warner, the .general agent for the Charity Organization Society of Baltimore and one of 
the founders of modern social work. Despite his awareness of the importance of 
environmental factors in the generation and perpetuation of poverty, he emphasized 
character defects as an immediate cause of economic dependency. While pointing out 
that almost half of the poverty cases were attributable to unemployment and illness, his 
1894 book, American Charities, listed evil associations, unwise philanthropy, indolence, 
lubricity, and unhealthy appetites as other causes of poverty (Axinn and Levin, 1975). 

The Charity Organization Movement often made statements that reflected 
divergent views on the causes of poverty, particularly toward the end of the nineteenth 
century. "The cause of poverty,” James Hyslop wrote in Charity Review in 1894, "vary 
between incompetency, shiftlessness, and allied defects in constitution and character, 
economic conditions being only incidental” (quoted in Gettelman, 1963: p. 328; 
original emphasis). However, a study conducted in the 1890's by the New York Charity 
Organization Society indicated that lack of employment was the most frequent cause of 
poverty, sickness and accidents second, while shiftlessness and intemperance were 
causes in only. 10 percent of the cases (Trattner, 1979). 

An examination of historical records shows that many social reformers, who 
were active during the late nineteenth and early twentieth century, changed their 
perspectives on poverty. The early reformers tended to employed the individualistic 
interpretation. But toward the end of the nineteenth century, many charity workers came 
to realize that poverty must be understood in a broader socioeconomic context. It was 
believed that pauperism could be eradicated only by raising the overall living standard. 
With this change in orientation, "scientific philanthropy” evolved into the newer movement 
of preventive social work (Bremner, 1980). 

A study was done by Speizman (1965) on the changing perspectives of leading 


American philanthropists by examining the Proceedings of the Committee on Charity 


- 


stam samo efit of peinater ionaet sapite ro SRE Ne = ae 
wert to asgiec artt fant tise ewe por ~208t tot 
iguusr cand beri yant tae Feve oF wwOS wert ccm 

(SS .q aheet eniighgint Betouoh teva 
5 sor Yo adow en? ob BNBOT tay enoimgeo cetciehi sais 
© and bra etorntiss 16 eke nonamiaeg yiiisiD at Ohay 
esneliog off Vo. cero 1swe en) argent ‘wiow so 
becizerane 3 WvVoL olrbutgaRS OAS ona oe 
hao. griiniad sini -yagebraqes Svnbngae 4 A-ecue Siking sabiah : 


sift sean acs jremyolagerit. ot Sic vate 3 Sy ERIS : 


30 son). VoowriehtGeagively srieErmosed ila STAY yl 
BNE!) F > & (MUKA VIVO TO 62150 13r al 2 z 


betesitg: tar? 2irrsrntisia. Sham eno. oamayg aban 
‘riselonr st to bos ef BSW? Viens Lega to senuan ert 4 7 18 
icv BEST mo owaiverR ViftstO nisioon acle 7a een 
Velae3aes BAS qetoniencs 9eTSan aHhR Ces sbaniaesiftive mannii 
SS€ @¢ E3et- nemishaod on Be7our) iinsbise Ying eptlad! et 
viiteriD va wei sat yc 20BSt sme 1  gerhiianogy vee - lasahcgcain 
') SeuSS MeupeIT (fom. a7 2eyvtrielttyolg 0 406) 4607 teareibeti y 
21ev/ SING SOME, ONS sasheegitiite sptiv warns Det 
{OVG+ 5 ecvistF epteh aS dag I ine wi 
iy pilentieiar See vas ‘tad. ewore 2b t6e8% chess ie. nottenenE wa 
nar? Gages .yuTpnes ANGIING'S 4) WW) oF ‘pipsgtarney vet” each agra? ovitoa | 
Walewd! Vibal.art Qsygiqms Oo} Hsbite? ernie) yikes: on eae ee ea; ban ct 
seo SresICw aik Sd ghar A\ouiaed: rt ineetana atte yas 201 ano 8 nomarepen 
zaw FEROS Bindodegeo doe \isbeetd sm acofe,ahry acl Jaum yiniewog sort scilesnien 
Sabrate pniyil (eisvd Sarit poieiss Vo vind osfazibsts 3d, ae PCR RIED iw bawaiied 
inentavori redwea ant ott Baviove “Woo lindgliria SRReiSe” neti Pent: it AANA 
(GBET renege AoW inowe auitneveng.to 


=¢ 


a : 


@iibsal to eavitsedeiey doipner> ett no Goer) name a Be ae 7" 7 


ee — ee 


91 


Organization of the National Conference of Charity and Correction during the twenty-one 
years of its existence from 1880 to 1900. The etiology of pauperism was a perennial 
discussion topic at the sessions sponsored by the Committee. Although no single point of 
view emerged as the attitude of the charity organization movement, most of the session 
speakers espoused the Malthusian and Manchestrian theories of poverty: pauperism 
resulted from immorality, laziness, excessive reproduction, almsgiving, or failure in the 
race for survival. These views were particularly prevalent during the initial years. Mixed 
explanations began to appear later on, probably symptomatic of the emergence of new 
social theories which, however, were not yet powerful enough to dislodge the orthodox 
views. For instance, at the 1891 meeting, Hannah M. Todd of Lynn, Massachusetts 
carefully balanced the personal and societal causes of pauperism. "Broadly speaking,” she 
explained, ‘the chief causes of poverty are vice and shiftlessness — internal conditions 
relating to individual character — and lack of employment or insufficient earnings, caused 
largely by external or social and industrial conditions” (quoted in Speizman, 1965: p. 147). 
The records of the Committee for the remaining years of its existence revealed 
increasing disagreement over the relative importance of various causal factors. In 1892, 
the President of Colorado College vehemently denounced indiscriminant almsgiving as "a 
crime against society.” But P. W. Ayres, General Secretary of the Associated Charities of 
Cincinnati, opposed this view. Arguing that poverty and the existing industrial system 
were intimately related, he said: 

If the conditions of labor are improved, fewer persons are likely to fall from 

the ranks of dependence. If men have better wages and more leisure, fewer 

women and children will have to toil beyond their strength. If men can earn 

more, they can save more... and fewer widows and children come to want 

(quoted in Speizman, 1965: p. 147). 
Such views became more common in the early years of the present century. The 
president of the National Conference of Charities and Corrections stated in 1906 that the 
dominant idea of modern philanthropy was "a determination to seek out and to strike 
effectively at those organized forces of evil, at those particular causes of dependence 
and intolerable living conditions which are beyond the control of the individuals whom 
they injure and whom they too often destroy” (quoted in Hays, 1957: p. 80). 

Under the influence of Progressivism, populism, the social gospel, and social 


Christianity, more and more Americans came to see poverty as a product of institutional 
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-and structural factors. While not denying that individual shortcomings could lead to 
economic hardship, progressive social reformers and intellectuals insisted that poverty 
arose mainly from impersonal causes rather than from personal weaknesses. 
Unemployment, low wages, poor working conditions, and high living costs were now 
seen as the main factors giving rise to pauperism. In his influential study, Poverty, 
published in 1904, Hunter essentially expressed this new point of view: 

There is unquestionably a poverty which men deserve, and by such poverty 

men are perhaps taught needful lessons... In other words, there are individual 

causes of poverty which should be eradicated by the individual himself, with 

such help as his family, the teachers, and the preachers may give him... 

But as surely as this is true, there are also the poor which we must not have 

always with us. The poor of this latter class are, it seems to me, the mass of 

the poor; they are bred of miserable and unjust social conditions, which 

punish the good and the pure, the faithful and industrious, the slothful and 

vicious, all alike... (Men) are brought into misery by the action of social and 

economic forces. And the wrongful action of such social and economic 

forces is a preventable thing (Hunter, 1967: p. 127). 

Hunter's view was shared by many of his contemporaries. President E. B. Andrews 
of Brown University, for instance, pointed out prophetically one year before the 
1893-1896 depression that the worst aspect of the modern industrial system was that 
it frequently visited curses on men through events for which they were not responsible. 
Under existing circumstances, Andrew wrote, "a great many men are poor without the 
slightest economic demerit. They are people who do the best they can, and always have 
done so... Yet they are poor, often very poor, never free from fear of want’ (quoted in 
Bremner, 1964a: p. 21). Similarly, in 1909, Edward Devine, Josephine Shaw Lowell's 
successor at the New York Charity Organization Society, proclaimed that “personal 
depravity is as foreign to any theory of the hardships of our modern poor as witchcraft 
or demoniacal possession... These hardships are economic, social, transitional, 
measurable, manageable” (quoted in Rodgers, 1979: p. 226). The change in attitudes 
toward poverty and its causes, as reflected in these pronouncements, was both dramatic 
in tone and far-reaching in implications. 

Even before the intellectuals and social reformers turned to social explanations of 
poverty, the American farmers had by and _ large renounced the _ individualistic 
interpretation of economic hardship. Despite their traditional adherence to self-reliance, 


the farmers saw and experienced the effects of poverty—producing factors, over which 


they had little control. Similarly, under the influence of social Christianity, many 
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working-class people rejected the individualistic view on poverty. The traditional belief 
that economic hardship was sanctioned by God was rebuked: "Do you think it is anything 
short of insulting to God to pretend to believe He makes of ninety-nine paving material 
for the one to walk into Heaven over?” (quoted in Gutman, 1977: p. 103). Although the 
individualistic interpretation of poverty was by no means moribund, its validity was 
increasingly questioned and its influence considerably weakened at the turn of the 


century. 


Summary 

During the sixty odd years between the Civil War and the Great Depression, the 
United States witnessed a major transformation of its economic and social structure, as 
well as of its ideological and value systems. A firm, industrial foundation was laid in the 
mid-nineteenth century, and slightly more than half a century later, the American 
economy underwent a substantial restructuring: from a laissez-faire capitalism based on 
Bere cheincais and competition to a matured, monopolistic, corporate capitalism. The 
ideational transformation was no less radical. This is indicated by the evolution from 
social Darwinism to the social gospel, from classical liberalism to welfare liberalism, from 
individualism in the normic sense to individualism in the Seqanishnic sense, from the 
negative freedom of John Stuart Mills to the positive freedom of John Dewey, and from 
the conception of the state as a necessary evil to the conception of the state as an 
instrument to further the genera! well-being of its citizenry. It is argued that the gradual 
loss of appeal of the individualistic interpretation of poverty and the growing strength of 
the social analysis of economic dependency during this period can only be understood 
within the context of these social, economic, and ideational transformations. 

Like the period following the Civil War, the decade after the First World War was 
a time of confidence and contentment. Historian Schlesinger (1957) described the 1920's 
as "an era of enchantment, where everything was rosy and romantic, where diamonds 
were as big as the Ritz, where for a brief decade, as Fitzgerald saw it, the wistful past 
and the fulfilled future seemed mingled in a single gorgeous moment’ (p. 145). Although 
critical thinkers like Herbert Croly, John Dewey, Charles Beard, and Thorstein Veblen 


were busy at work during the 1920's, demolishing old superstructures and erecting new 
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ones, the third decade of the present century was not a good time for the progressive 
cause. The reaction against Progressivism began soon after the war was over. Opulence 
and optimism convinced many that the old ways — laissez faire, rugged individualism, and 
business leadership — were, after all, the best ways, and that reforms and agitations were 
mostly unnecessary. Reflecting this national mood, President Herbert Hoover proclaimed 
in 1928: "(We) shall soon with the help of God be within sight of the day when poverty 


will be banished from this nation.” 


THE GREAT DEPRESSION 


The Jazz Age, F. Scott Fitzgerald told us, "as if reluctant to die outmoded in its 
bed, leaped to a spectacular death in October, 1929." The collapse of the stock exchange 
plunged America into the greatest crisis since the Civil War. The opulence and optimism, 
the confidence and contentment of the previous decade all vanished. Instead, Americans 
experienced confusion, insecurity, and often despair. It was estimated that there were 13 
million unemployed workers in 1933. There is no need to document the many dramatic 
events that took place between the Wall Street crash and the outbreak of the Second 
Wrold War except to mention that the election of Franklin D. Roosevelt in 1932 ushered 


in the New Deal era. 


The Structural and /deological Scene 

The New Deal programs included direct Federal relief to the unemployed, TVA, 
Civilian Conservation Corps, Farm Credit Act, Home Owners Loan Corporation, National 
Recovery Administration, Agricultural Adjustment Act, Wagner Labor Relations Act, 
Social Security Act, National Youth Administration, Work Projects Administration and 
Farm Security Administration. Despite the numerous programs and bustling activities, and 
despite the rhetorics of the President and outcry from his critics, it is generally believed 
that, instead of introducing a "creeping socialism,” the New Deal only sought to tame and 
reform the system of private property and free enterprise. As Chambers (1965) has 


noted, the New Deal administration presented no logically consistent, formal system of 
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social thought. It was a mixture of pragmatism and moralism, reflecting Roosevelt's 
beliefs in humanitarianism, religious faith, the conservation of natural and human 
resources, and the need for social balance and individual security. Historian Leuchtenburg 
(1963) also pointed out that at no time had the President seriously considered the 
introduction of a planned economy or challenging the rationale of private profit. 
Unconventional projects like the TVA and social security were never allowed to interfer 
and compete with the capitalist system. 

Despite the basically nonradical nature of the New Deal, collectivist ideas were 
much more widely accepted by the American people during the depression era The 
laissez-faire response to the national crisis was found wanting and the validity of the 
ideology of individualism was also called into question. Americans lost faith in Herbert 
Hoover who, in the face of economic collapse, rejected the need for reform and, 
instead, counselled Americans to have faith in "the American Way:” 

Victory over this depression and over our other difficulties will be won by the 

resolution of our people to fight their own battles in their own communities, 

by stimulating their ingenuity to solve their own problems, by taking new 

courage to be masters of their own destiny in the struggle of life. This is not 

the easy way, but it is the American way. And it was Lincoln's way” (Hoover, 

Toon 
The year 1932 witnessed the dumping of Hoover by the electorate and the election of 
Franklin Roosevelt, events that can be interpreted as the American people’s renounciation 
of hackneyed ideas and the desire for fundamental changes. In many respects, the New 
Deal was related to earlier reform movements, particularly the Progressive Movement. 
Although the dominant ideas of the depression decade — the new economic thinking, the 
welfare state concept, and the beliefs in planning and a positive state — represented the 
continuation and further development of major trends of thought of the preceding 
period, the crisis of the 1930's gave them a new significance. Their messages became 
more relevant, their arguments were less likely to be brushed aside, and their practical 
implications were, probably for the first time, taken seriously. These interrelated ideas 
gave the New Deal administration the inspiration and justification for carrying out the 
reforms needed to solve the country's grave problems. 

Although laissez-faire economics came under heavy criticism from the historical 
school of political economy during the late nineteenth and early twentieth century, it was 


still the mainstream economic theory in America. Indeed, after the First World War and 
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the brief recession of 1920-1921, traditional social and economic theories: enjoyed a 
period of revival. Viner, Dickinson, Garver, and others promoted laissez-faire economics 
with renewed vigor. But at the same time, classical and neoclassical economics was 
confronted by other critics, the most important of whom was J. M. Keynes. The basic 
tenets of Say’s Law — the assumptions that the economy would always absorb all the 
commodities it was capable of producing and that full employment was part of the 
natural order of things - were questioned by Keynes. He insisted that there was nothing 
in the economic system to ensure that consumption and investment would generate 
enough output to make full employment possible. In other words, the system was not an 
automatically self-adjusting one. He pointed out that if demand was left to itself, it would 
not guarantee full employment and that unemployment was a normal phenomenon under 
typical patterns of economic activities (Stewart, 1972). ? The economic paralysis in 1929 
and subsequent years helped discredit orthodox economics and set the stage for a major 
revision in economic thinking. 

Perhaps the most important practical implication of Keynes's theory is that the 
national economy could function properly and efficiently only if it is planned and 
maintained by government. He defended the need for government action and rational 
planning to stabilize the economic forces. The central controls needed to ensure full 
employment, Keynes (1936) wrote, would naturally require a considerable extension of 
the traditional functions of government. This argument provided theoretical justifications 
for substantial and continuous economic interventions by government and for the 
establishment of a welfare state. 

Keynesian theory reinforced the arguments for national planning put forth in the 
1920's by Dewey, Croly, Veblen, and Beard. Dewey played a leading role in promoting 
the cause of social planning. He advocated the application of creative social intelligence 


to the problems facing the nation. He pointed out that since the piecemeal approach was 


The significance of this shift in economic thinking is underscored by the fact that 
nineteenth-century classical economists absolutely refused to even consider the 
argument that economic dislocations and the attendant problems of unemployment and 
poverty could be due to over—production and under —consumption. For instance, in 1877, 
the United States Monetary Commission maintained in its report that "(the) idea that either 
superabundant wealth or superabundant facilities for producing it can be inciting cause of 
rapidly spreading poverty is repugnant to the common sense of mankind.” The report 
added that it was "the idlest of fancies, and wholly unworthy of serious notice’ (quoted in 


Rodgers, 1979: p. 117). 
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futile, only controlled social planning and organized collective effort could advance the 
common good. In Individualism, Old and New, Dewey argued that the old ideal of 
individualism had been perverted to conform to the practices of a pecuniary culture. The 
choice facing modern society was between the anarchic collectivism of business 
conducted for profit and the planned collectivism of public authority. Only democratic 
collectivism, he asserted, could create the conditions for a new and authentic American 
individualism (Schlesinger, 1957). The havoc and suffering brought about by the economic 
paralysis dissipated the distrust toward the government and planning. Probably for the 
first time in American history, most Americans expected the government to take a 
leading role in formulating national social and economic strategies. Planning was no longer 
seen by most people as constraining individual freedom. Instead, it was seen as a means 
to protect and promote individual liberty and societal well-being. Franklin Roosevelt 
understood well the desire of the American people and did not hesitate to employ the 
government as a means to overcome social and economic problems. In his second 
inaugural address in 1937, he stated: 

Instinctively we recognized a deeper need - the need to find through 

government the instrument of our united purpose to solve for the individual 

the ever-rising problems of a complex civilization. Repeated attempts at their 

solution without the aid of government had left us baffled and bewildered. 

For, without that aid, we had been unable to create those moral controls over . 

the services of science which are necessary to make science a useful servant 

instead of a ruthless master of mankind. To do this we knew that we must 

find practical controls over blind economic forces and blindly selfish men 

(Roosevelt, 1965: p. 70). : 

The emphasis on social planning meant, in practical terms, that the focus of social 
action would be on changing institutions rather than reforming individuals. Unlike the 
charity workers of the nineteenth century, the new reformers sought not to remould 
individuals but to improve the environment and the system in which they functioned. "In 
other words,” Rexford Tugwell, one of Roosevelt's close advisers, stated bluntly, "the 
New Deal is attempting to do nothing to people, and does not seek at all to alter their 
way of life, their wants and desires” (quoted in Leuchtenburg, 1963: p. 339) original 
emphasis). The underlying assumption of this point of view was that given a decent 
environment and a just system, most social problems would disappear. This contrasts 


sharply with the individualistic and moralistic views popular in the previous century. This 


new outlook undoubtedly affected the causal interpretation of poverty and the policies 
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designed to deal with the economic distress. 

This change in attitudes toward planning was facilitated by a weakening of the 
ideology of individualism. Historian Romasco (1965) has aptly described the effect of the 
economic catastrophy on this sacred American creed. "The Great Depression stood as a 
great revelation. It revealed the intricate complexity of the modern economic apparatus; it 
made man’s dependence fully evident; and it thoroughly exposed the impotence of the 
individual in modern society. The individualistic creed, the cherished inheritance of an 
earlier, simpler society, was shown to be not only inappropriate but an actual hindrance in 
the struggle against the economic collapse” (p. 6). The helplessness of the individual in a 
complex and intractable industrial society was made most apparant in the Depression era 
In a message to Congress in 1934, Roosevelt said: 

Security was attained in the earlier days through the interdependence of 
members of families upon each other and of families within a small community 
upon each other. The complexity of great communites and of organized 
industry make less real these simple means of security. Therefore, we are 
compelled to employ the active interest of the nation as a whole through 
government in order to encourage a greater security for each individual who 
composes it (quoted in Mencher, 1967: p. 333). 

The emphasis on security and the common good implied the general acceptance 
of the concept of the welfare state. The “purchasing power thesis” advocated by the 
New Dealers provided an economic justification for the welfare-state policies 
introduced during the Depression era. According to this thesis, the inequitable distribution 
of purchasing power created a situation in which consumptive capacity failed to catch up 
with productive forces, resulting in the economic crisis of the late 1920's and the 
1930's. The key to economic recovery, it was argued, was increased mass purchasing 
power which could be attained by measures to effect a more equitable distribution of 
income: higher wages, shorter working hours, unemployment insurance, old age pensions, 
and graduated taxation (Rosenof, 1975). The welfare-state ideals were embodied in 
Roosevelt's second Bill of Rights which was part of his 1944 State of the Union 
Message. The second Bill of Rights stipulated the basis for providing all citizens with 


security and prosperity. It included the right to employment, the right to adequate medical 


care, and the right to protection from the economic fears of old age, sickness, accident, 


and unemployment. 
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Explanations of Poverty 

There is some evidence that the traditional individualistic conceptions of 
economic success and failure persisted during the depression era, at least among certain 
segments of the population. At the height of the depression in the mid-1930’s, 
sociologists Robert and Helen Lynd (1937) returned to “Middletown” (Muncie, Indiana) in 
which they had carried out in-depth social investigations during the prosperous 1920's. 
The Lynds found that the economic dislocation had not substantially altered the "small 
businessman culture” in this Midwestern city. The small businessmen still held firmly to the 
beliefs that "You win if you're any good and your winnings are caused by you and belong 
to you,” and "If a man doesn't make good it’s his own fault” (p. 24). However, there is 
even stronger evidence that, for the majority of the people, poverty was increasingly 
seen as arising from social and economic maladjustments. 

In the early days of the depression, the media focused on personal misfortune 
and human interest stories about upper— and middle-class people who sank into poverty. 
However, as this became commonplace, the public tended to pay more adantion to 
unemployment and economic dislocation as the major causes of distress. The gradual 
acceptance of Keynesian economic analysis, rational social planning, and the ideals of the 
welfare state also helped change the public’s perspective on poverty. The analysis of the 
etiology of poverty did not stop at the personal level. Instead, the causes of poverty 
were often traced to structural problems endemic in the social and economic system. 
The causes of and remedies for poverty were sought within the larger social 
environment. Grace Coyle’s presidential address before the National Conference of Social 
Work in 1940 reflected this new public perception: 

Until the mass unemployment of this period developed there was a lingering 
belief born of our pioneer individualism that if people were out of work or 
were paid low wages, it was sign of individual shiftlessness or incompetence. 
That belief was largely washed out in the flood of the depression. True, it still 


remains here and there... But the bulk of our citizens, | believe, has accepted 
the fact that the mass of personal misfortunes arising out of the depression is 


socially caused... 


Arising out of the depression experience is a new conviction slowly dawning 
on the American people. We are beginning to see that disasters which are 
socially caused must be socially cured (Coyle, 1965: pp. 88-89). 

The introduction during the depression era of the insurance concept of risk to major 


contingencies of life such as unemployment also indicates a significant shift away from 
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the emphasis on individual fault and personal onus (Mencher, 1967). 

The individualistic analysis of poverty no longer held sway. Even when personal 
factors were stressed, they were not viewed as moral shortcomings, but were regarded 
as manifestations of social malfunctioning. The seus was on the inability of the 
economic system to provide adequately for many of its members. Keynes pointed out 
that the major faults of the economic system were its inequitable distribution of wealth 
and its inability to ensure full employment. Unemployment was due to the absence of 
work rather than the unwillingness to work. The Great Depression, with widespread 
unemployment affecting millions of people who could not conceivably be labelled lazy, 
put supporters of the individualistic interpretation of poverty on the defensive and lent 
support to Keynes's concept of involuntary unemployment and the New Dealers’ 
“purchasing power thesis.” Even President Hoover, the undaunted opponent of the New 
Deal, had to admit' "We are projected into temporary unemployment, losses and 
hardships. In a nation rich in resources, many people were faced with hunger and cold 
through no fault of their own" (Hoover, 1931). While the President refused to identify the 
Causes of economic distress, the fact that he did not lay the blame on individuals was 
significant. | 

| Other writers and the public also agreed that economic distress was largely 

attributable to impersonal factors. |. M. Rubinow, for example, maintained that the causes 
of poverty "must be found in the fluctuation of business, not in his (the worker's) mental 
capacity or dexterity. These are fixed rather than variable factors” (quoted in Mencher, 
1967: p. 362). Frances Perkin, Secretary of Labor in the Roosevelt administration, told a 
Congressional subcommittee that the individual workman “is utterly helpless, because he 
is nica situation in which there is no work. The result is we cannot look to individual 
initiative to help these people through the unemployment crisis” (quoted in Romasco, 
1965: p. 127). Similarly, the 1930 edition of the Nation pointed out: 

The worker today does not and cannot control the conditions of employment; 

he is likely at any time to find himself out of a job by reason of causes 

entirely unrelated to his acts and choices (quoted in Romasco, 1965: p. 127). 
In his 1932 election platform, the Socialist Party leader, Norman Thomas (1966), stated: 
"Unemployment and poverty are inevitable products of the present system. Under 


capitalism the few own our industries. The many do the work. The wage earners and 
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farmers are compelled to give a large part of the product of their labor to the few’ (p. 
56). Such a statement coming from a socialist is no surprise. What is worth noting is the 
fact that while the Socialist Party came nowhere close to electoral victory in 1932, the 
sharp gain in votes by the Party indicated the growing acceptance by the electorate of 
the socialist economic diagnosis and its views on the causes of poverty. Similarly, Harry 
Hopkins, one of Roosevelt's most influential advisers, confessed in 1936: "| have gone all 
over the moral hurdles that people are poor because they are bad. | don't believe it. A 
system of government on that basis is fallacious” (quoted in Sherwood, 1948: p. 84). 
New Deal programs helped millions of Americans survive the hardship of the 
Great Depression, but it was World War Il which really ended the decade of economic 
dislocation. Although many of the principles and policies of the New Deal were carried 
over to Truman's Fair Deal and his Employment Act of 1946, like the post-bellum era and 
the period after the First World War, the return to relative prosperity in the wake of the 
Second World War also means the return to a more conservative ideological climate. As 
historian Leuchtenburg (1963) has observed, the more successful the New Deal was, the 
more it undid itself. The more prosperous the country became, the more people returned 


to the old values associated with an individualistic, success—oriented society. 


CONCLUDING REMARKS 


The analysis in the last and the present chapter is a study of social and ideological 
changes. The effects of social transformation on ideology were briefly described. The 
effects of ideological changes on the evolving perspectives on poverty were examined 
in greater detail. We were able to identify at least three broad categories of explanation: 
providential explanation, structural explanation, and individualistic explanation. 
Furthermore, we were able to show that although all three kinds of explanation were 
found in all the major historical periods, the various categories of explanation were not 
given equal importance in all periods. Each historical epoch was characterized by its 
unique way of explaining the existence of poverty. For instance, providential explanations 


were the dominant explanatory mode in the Middle Ages; individualistic explanations were 
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prevalent during the latter part of the early modern period in England and in the period 
from the American Independence to the Civil War; structural explanations were most 
frequently used during the mercantilist phase of the early modern period and the period 
of the Great Depression. All this leads us to believe that how people causally understand 
poverty is not a random or haphazard phenomenon, and that the way. people in a 
particular historical period explain social phenomenon is closely related to the nature of 
that period. 

Additional investigations show that the ideological atmosphere of a historical 
period plays an important role in shaping the way poverty is interpreted. It was found that 
the prevalence of providential explanation in the Middle Ages was related to the fact that 
the teaching of the medieval Church was the major source of ideological legitimation. 
Similarly, the popularity of the individualistic mode of explanation during the ante-bellum 
era was a function of the dominance of the liberal ideology and individualism. The intimate 
relationship between ideology and attribution is further underlined by the fact that in 
those historical periods where a number of major belief systems or ideologies were 
found to coexist, there were no dominant modes of explanation. Instead, explanations of 
various nature were used, occasionally by the same person. This suggests that people in 
those periods were under the ideological influences from a number of sources. 

The determinants of ideological changes were also examined. It was shown that 
changes in the way people viewed society, individual, and wealth and the transformations 
in social structure generally went hand in hand, Thus, we were able to demonstrate the 
close interrelationships between social structure, ideology, and explanations of poverty. 

The fact that structural explanations were prevalent during the mercantile phase 
of the early modern period and the American colonial era, virtually disappeared in the 
ante-bellum period, and resurfaced in the latter part of the post-bellum period is of 
special significance. It suggests that there may be certain common belief elements in the 
social philosophy of mercantilism and the emerging collectivist and reformist ideologies 
in late-nineteenth-century America. Although seventeenth-century English mercantilism 
and nineteenth-century American Progressivism differ considerably in nature, they share 
certain common beliefs. And it is because of these common belief elements that similar 


modes of explanation are found in two very different historical periods. Our analysis has 
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been able to identify some of these belief elements. Of particular importance are the 
conceptions of the individual and society and the relationship between the two. In other 
words, closely related to explanations of poverty are beliefs such as the normic or 
organismic conception of society, individualism, collectivism, and belief regarding the role 
of the state. These belief elements appeared and reappeared in various historical periods 
under different guises and.labels. The way poverty was causally interpreted depended to 
a large extent on how they were mixed in the total ideological package of an age. 

The historical analysis did not proceed beyond the era of the Great Depression. It 
is not that the contemporary period is unimportant for the present study. Instead, the 
contemporary period will be studied in much greater detail. It will be examined in a very 
different way. And the next three chapters are devoted to studying the explanation of 


poverty in contemporary American society. 
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V. STRUCTURAL AND IDEOLOGICAL DETERMINANTS OF EXPLANATION: 
FORMULATION OF HYPOTHESES 


The purpose of the last two chapters is to demonstrate the fact that attribution behavior 
is not an invariant phenomenon over time. More specifically, explanations of poverty 
were shown to have changed from one historical period to another. It was also posited 
that the changes were primarily due to the transformations of the socioeconomic 
structure and the concomitant evolution of social thought. In the present chapter we look 
at causal attribution from a different angle. Instead of investigating how explanations 
change over time, we examine variations in attribution among social collectivities at one 
point in time. As mentioned in Chapter Il, contemporary pluralistic society is characterized 
by a high degree of differentiation and segmentation. The existence of social groups with 
diverse existential bases is likely to generate different world-views and ideological 
orientations. Thus, if the general hypothesis of this study concerning the relationships 
between social structure, a pr/or/ theory, and attribution is tenable, one would expect 
social groups to explain poverty differently in accordance with their diverse 
interpretations of the social world. If the analysis in Chapters Ill and IV is a longitudinal 
analysis with time as the basic dimension, Chapters V - VII can be regarded as a 
cross-sectional analysis with social differentiation as the prime focus. 

These two sets of analysis also differ in another important respect: the source of 
data. When the changing views on poverty are examined from a historical perspective, 
the major source of information is written historical records in the form of books, 
sermons, official documents, speeches, articles, etc. The analysis in this part of the 
thesis, on the other hand, is based on survey data collected for the purpose of social 
research. A related point is worth mentioning. In the case of the historical analysis, the 
views of the elite are over-represented. This is almost inevitable since prior to the 
invention and popularization of survey research and public opinion polls, there was no 
means to ascertain how the public at large felt about certain issues. Furthermore, before 
mass education was the norm, only members of the elite group were literate and 


educated enough to record their thoughts in black and white. The introduction of public 
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opinion polls in the present century changed all this. By means of sample surveys, the 
views and beliefs of cross-sections of the Reetion can now be collected and studied. 
Thus, in a sense, the cross-sectional analysis is truly a study of the explanations of social 
phenomena by the average citizens as "naive psychologists.” Methodologically, the 
analysis of survey data should be able to clarify certain relationships among variables 


which are only implicit when a historical analysis is done. 


PREVIOUS EMPIRICAL FINDINGS 


The notion that social classes and groups explain poverty differently is not a new 
one. A number of studies have demonstrated this fact. Alston and Dean (1972), for 
example, analyzed the findings of a 1964 Gallup poll on how people viewed poverty. The 
question asked was: "In your opinion, which ts more often to blame if a person is poor, 
lack of effort on his part, or circumstances beyond his control?” Those who were more 
inclined to blame the poor themselves for their economic plight were the males, the 
younger, the well-educated, and those employed in managerial, clerical-sales, and 
farming occupations. Skilled workers, professionals, and low-status blue-collar workers 
were less likely to blame the poor. Lower-status white-collar workers tended to have 
the most negative view toward the poor. 

A study done by Rytina, Form, and Pease (1970) in Muskegon, Michigan in 
1966-67 showed that the rich respondents were much more convinced than the others 
that wealth was a result of favorable personal attributes. Among the wealthy, 72 percent 
felt this way; but only 17 percent of the poor Negroes believed that wealth was 
attributable to positive personal characteristics. Conversely, more of the rich than the 
poor were convinced that poverty was the consequence of undesirable personal 
qualities. Sixty percent of the rich and 17 percent of the poor Negroes supported this 
view. Thus, the findings generally confirm the authors’ hypothesis that persons with 
higher incomes support tenets of personal responsibility for an individual's economic 


status, while the poor place greater emphasis on social structural explanations. 
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Ashmore and McConahay (1975) analyzed the results of a 1967 public opinion 
survey. The data showed that 42 percent of all Americans blamed the poor themselves 
for their poverty, and only 19 percent explained poverty in terms of external 
environmental factors. A further analysis shows that the tendency to cite "lack of effort’ 
as the cause of poverty rose with increased income and education. Those in the upper 
socioeconomic strata chose this explanation 15 percentage points more often than those 
in the lower strata. 

Free and Cantril (1968) reported a study in which respondents were asked to 
explain the existence of poverty. One-quarter of the respondents attributed poverty to 
"circumstances;” 34 percent to "lack of effort;’ and another 38 percent believed that 
both causes were responsible; and 3 percent answered "don’t know.” When the results 
were stratified by family income, those in the $10,000-and-over income group were 
much more likely to attribute poverty to “lack of effort’ than those in the under-$5,000 
income group. 

A ercewaeie survey was conducted by Feagin (1975) in 1969 to find out how 
Americans explained poverty. Eleven causes were grouped into three broad explanatory 
categories: individualistic explanations, structural explanations, and fatalistic explanations. 
The findings showed that individualistic explanations —- €.g., improvidence, szimeicky and 
loose morals — were most often used. Significantly less attention was paid to social 
structural factors. The author also noted that "emphatic individualism” was not randomly 
located. Major strongholds of individualism were to be found among whites, Southerners, 
older Americans, and those at the middle sociceconomic levels, while nonwhites, Jewish 
Americans, the young, and those at lower socioeconomic levels tended to endorse 
structural explanations. 

Different societies also tend to be dissimilar in the way their citizens causally 
interpret poverty, as a few studies have found. Feagin's study was replicated in Adelaide, 
Australia by Feather (1974). In some respects, the results of the two studies were quite 
alike. The order of importance assigned to the causes was roughly the same in the two 
samples. But the American respondents were more likely to attribute poverty to personal 
factors than the Australian respondents. Reasons that reflected the so-called Protestant 


ethic were given greater emphasis by the Americans. A study of a much larger scale was 
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sponsored by the Commission of the European Community (1977) in 1975. One of the 
questions asked in the public opinion survey in the Common Market countries was: "Why, 
in your opinion, are there people who live in need?” Four reasons were given to the 
respondents to choose. Sixteen percent of the respondents chose "Because they (the 
poor) have been unlucky.” A quarter of the respondents selected "Because of laziness 
and lack of will power.” An explanation of a structural nature — "Because there is much 
injustice in our society" — was used by 26 percent. And another 14 percent thought that 
poverty was “an inevitable part of modern progress.” The rest answered either "None of 
these” or "Don't know.” An examination of the answers by country revealed distinctive 
national differences. Italians and French tended to attribute poverty to societal factors. In 
Britain, and to a lesser extent in Ireland and Luxembourg, the tendency was to lay the 
blame on the poor themselves. Fatalistic explanations were most commonly given in 
Denmark. 

These studies clearly show that causal attribution is not an invariant social 
phenomenon. Groups with different demographic and socioeconomic characteristics tend 
to explain poverty in different ways. However, there are three main problems with these 
studies. First, the categorization of variables is often very crude. For example, some 
studies categorized respondents into the “poor” and the "non-poor" groups. Such broad 
classifications tend to mask more complicated relationships between structural factors 
and attribution. Second, some of the findings are not consistent. For instance, while | 
Alston and Dean (1972) reported that the young were more likely to blame the poor for 
their. economic plight, Feagin (1975) noted that younger respondents were inclined to 
explain poverty in structural terms. Some of these inconsistencies could be due to 
inadequate or incompatible categorization of variables. Third, and most important of all, 
nearly all of these studies are purely descriptive in nature. The relationships between 
structural factors and explanations are acknowledged but usually not elucidated. There is, 
of course, nothing wrong with descriptive studies as such; but the advance of 
sociological knowledge requires a higher level of analysis, namely, the integration of 
empirical relationships with theoretical paradigms. 

lt is our contention that these relationships can best be accounted for by 


postulating the role of a prior/ theory as an intervening mechanism that bridges social 
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structure and attribution. Putting this general argument in the context of the present 
Study, it is posited that individuals with the same existential base are likely to share a 
similar ideological perspective which, in turn, tends to guide them toward a similar 
explanation of poverty. That the explanation of poverty is affected by an individual's 
ideological and value orientation has been noted by a few researchers. Besides examining 
the structural correlates of attribution, some of the studies cited earlier also examined 
the relationships between attribution and religious beliefs. Both the study by Feagin 
(1975) and the replication study by Feather (1974), for example, showed that religious 
beliefs played a role in determining the way poverty was explained. Both studies found 
that Protestants were more likely than Catholics to attribute poverty to lack of thrift and 
effort. The role of religiosity in determining a person's “individualism” or “social 
determinism’ was also emphasized in a study by Zeitz and Lincoln (198 1). 

The role of political ideology and value orientation was examined in a few studies. 
A 1964 Gallup poll (Gallup, 1972) found that among individuals who claimed to be 
conservatives, 41 percent attributed poverty to “lack of effort” and 26 percent blamed it 
on “circumstances.” On the other hand, among liberals, 25 percent attributed poverty to 
"lack of effort’ and 37 percent blamed it on “circumstances.” Other Gallup poll surveys 
examined the differences between Republicans, Democrats, and Independents with 
respect to explanations of poverty. In a recent study done in Britain, Furnham (1982) has 
found that political party support is related to how poverty is causally understood. Those 
who voted for the Conservative Party tended to offer individualistic explanations for 
poverty. Conversely, supporters of the Labor Party found societal explanations more 
important. There were no group differences with respect to fatalistic explanations which 
were not rated as important in understanding poverty. However, these studies generally 
failed to treat the effects of value orientations on attribution as part of a complex set of 
interrelationships involving structural factors, value orientations, and explanations. The 
study carried out by the Commission of European Community (1977) was one of the very 
few studies that posited an interrelationship between these three sets of factors. 


Commenting on the national variations in the way poverty was explained, it said: 
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In spite of the fact that the phenomena of poverty and deprivation are 
perceived by the public with different intensity and different connotations 
from one country to the next, doubtlessly because of the objective 
situations of these countries and, in particular, the actual place such 
phenomena occupy in each national culture, there is confirmation of the fact 
that, within each country, the value systems are a powerful filter which, as 
the case may be, prevents, reduces or magnifies perception and colours 
connotations differently, particularly the attribution of poverty to such and 
such a cause — the individual (guilty) or society (unfair) (p. 101; emphases 
added). 
Unfortunately, the data and the analysis of this study are less than adequate. 

The above literature review has shown that although the effects of structural 
factors and ideological and value orientations on explanations are generally recognized, 
considerable work remains to be done. More importantly, much of the empirical analysis 
was carried out in a theoretical vacuum. The purpose of this analysis is not only to 
examine how social groups vary in the way they explain poverty, but also to demonstrate 
the role of ideological beliefs as a linkage between structural factors and explantions of 


poverty. 


A NEW SOCIAL CLASS-IDEOLOGY CONFIGURATION 


Much of the following discussion is based on studies by E. C. Ladd, Jr. (1969, 
1976, and 1978) who has argued that socioeconomic transformations and political 
changes in the United States since the 1930's have produced a new social class—ideology 
configuration that is substantially different than that found during the Depression years. It 
will be argued that if the postulated relationships involving social structure, @ pr/or/ 
theory, and attribution are true, then attributions made by various social groups should 
reflect this new class—ideology configuration. In the 1930's and indeed through to the 
1950's, the fundamental class conflict was between the middie class and the working 
class. The former was more inclined to conservatism, and the latter liberalism. Similarly, 
the college educated were more conservative than persons with high-school or 
grade-school education, since most of the college students were drawn from middle and 
upper middle strata. While the working class was disposed to fundamental social change 
and state intervention in economic and social affairs, the upper-income groups and the 


business class formed the bedrock of economic and political conservatism. 
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The social class~ideology configuration of the 1970's, in the view of Ladd, is a 
radical departure from what has just been described. This is mainly due to the structural 
transformation of the American economy and the changing composition of the social 
classes. The economic conditions for at least a sizeable segment of the lower classes 
have improved considerably, thus substantially altering their ideological outlook. As well, 
some previously unitary social classes have splintered into groups with similar 
socioeconomic statuses but dissimilar ideological perspectives. The situation is further 
complicated by other factors such as ethnicity and regional differences. All this helps 
create anew and much more complex class—ideology configuration. 

The most important change in class structure since the Depression is the elevation 
of the skilled and unionized manual labor from a "have-not’ to a “have” economic 
position. They have by and large overcome economic privation and have moved up the 
socioeconomic ladder. To the extent that the upper stratum of the working class has 
become "embourgeoised,” its members can be expected to become more conservative in 
outlook. Their major concerns are no longer with day-to-day survival, but with inflation, 
high taxes, and the maintanence of a middle-class life style. Thus, one of the paradoxes 
of the contemporary American social structure is the presence of a working class that is 
largely conservative and middle class in perspective. 

Ladd has shown that substantial changes have also occurred in the upper social 
strata. The upper middle class has discarded much of its identification with the business 
world. Entrepreneurial business has largely been replaced by corporate capitalism and is 
no longer a major collective interest. Increasingly, members of the upper middle class, 
who are secure, affluent, and closely identified with the professional and managerial 
community, have become incorporated into an emerging intelligentsia and have responded 
more to intellectual values than to business interests. The new intellectuals are inclined to 
a liberal ideological stance, and are favorable to social change. They have largely 
moderated their traditional ideological oppositions to state intervention. Thus, one of the 
primary ideological confrontations in contemporary America is waged between the 
"embourgeoised” working class (or the upper working class) and the upper—middle—class 


intelligentsia. Education has become as important as economic status in determining a 


person's ideological perspective. 
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The ideological transformations of these two major social classes have been 
empirically documented by Nie, Verba, and Petrocik (1976). Using data from the American 
election studies of the Survey Research Center, the University of Michigan, these authors 
trace the ideological changes among various social groups from the 1950's to the early 
1970's. However, in studying these two social classes, Nie and his associates 
differentiate those residing in the Southern states (states in the deep South and the 
adjacent border South) from those outside of the South. In the 1950's lower-status 
white Southerners were only slightly more conservative than the population as a whole. 
However, the moderate ideological stance of this group in the fifties was replaced by a 
pronounced conservative ideological shift in the seventies. In the 1950's the 
upper—status white Southerners were already very conservative in attitude. By the 
seventies this group became even more conservative. Therefore, native white 
Southerners became more homogeneously conservative, regardiess of their 
socioeconomic status. For the rest of the country, the authors compare the lower- and 
middle-status white Protestants and the upper-—status white Protestants. The lower- and 
middie—status white Protestants outside of the South drifted toward a more consistently 
conservative political view. Conversely, although there was a significant amount of 
opinion polarization among the high-status white Protestants outside of the South in the 
early 1970's, a larger proportion of this group shifted to the liberal end of the 
conservatism—liberalism continuum. In fact, the size of the liberal component increased in 
direct proportion to the socioeconomic standing. Thus, by and large, the empirical 
findings of Nie and his associates have substantiated Ladd’s arguments. However, regional 
differences must be taken into consideration. 

The other major ideological conflict is waged between the white upper working 
class and the black lower class. As pointed out previously, the skilled and unionized blue 
collar workers have acquired a certain level of affluence and have become what Ladd 
calls the new marginal “haves” who no longer sustain pressure for the extension of 
egalitarianism and are anxious to protect their newly acquired but still insecure economic 
status. Since liberal welfare-state measures frequently make them contributors rather 
than beneficiaries, upper-working class whites more often feel threatened than 


encouraged by such egalitarian policies. Blacks, on the other hand, continue to constitute 
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a “deviating” case. Blacks are disproportionately in the lower socioeconomic strata but 
overwhelmingly liberal in ideology. According to Nie, Verba, and Petrocik (1976), blacks, 
who were traditionally liberal, became even more so in the early 1970's. In the 1950's, 
25 percent of all blacks were classifed by the authors to be in the most liberal decile of 
a conservatism—liberalism scale; in the early 1970's, slightly over 60 percent were in this 
category. 

Ladd has maintained that the upper socioeconomic strata have expanded and have 
become more variegated. They no longer constitute a business class in the classical 
sense. As pointed out previously, a large segment of the upper strata have become a 
"new class” of professional-managerial intelligentsia. The rest of the upper strata are 
those in business. Conservatism during the 1930's was primarily espoused by individuals 
who made a living by owning or managing farms and companies. They were virtually 
united in resisting the reform policies of the New Deal. Since then, the business 
community has bifurcated into two major categories: the matured, bureaucratized, 
professional—managerial, government-utilizing business on the one hand, and the newer, 
more enterpreneurial, less bureaucratic, government-resisting business on the other. 
Although the business community as a whole continues to be the bastion of ideological 
conservatism, one can make a subtle distinction between the "moderate conservatism’ of 
the former category of business and the "orthodox conservatism” of the latter category. 
Differences in the ideological orientations of the salaried managers of big corporations 
and the small business enterpreneurs appear sharp. Self-employed businessmen are far 
more opposed to government spending on health, education, welfare, and the 
environment than are corporate managers. Since World War II, American big business has 
increasingly adopted the "gospel of social responsibility,” and it no longer opposes 
government intervention and welfare-state policies. Thus, the moderate conservatism of 
established big business tends to accept society as it is; the orthodox conservatism of 
enterpreneurial business, on the other hand, wants to change the socioeconomic order by 
obliterating the New Deal, Fair Deal, and Great Society, and starting anew. 

Another group that has undergone substantial ideological shifts is the college 
student population. Although students, by definition, are in a transitional status and thus 


cannot be seen as belonging to a unique social class, their activism and their role as 
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potential future leaders of society put them in an influential position with respect to their 
ideological advocacy. The student population of the 1930's and 1940's was generally 
conservative since college students largely came from the middie- and upper-middle 
class backgrounds. This conservative stance was evident even in ne Eisenhower era. 
Students gave stronger support to the Republican presidential candidate than did the 
general electorate. However, by the late 1960's and early 1970's, the national college 
student body had shifted decisively to the left of the political spectrum. Public opinion 
polls showed a significant drop in Republican support among college students who were 
much more likely than the general population to vote for McGovern in the-1972 election. 
According to a Gallup poll in 1970, 37 percent of the college students surveyed 
described themselves as "far left” or "left" politically as against 17 percent who identified 
themselves as ‘right’ or "far right” (Lipset and Ladd, 197 1). 

The radicalization of the college student population is in part a reflection of the 
liberalization of the intelligentsia since college students represent an important segment 
of the intellectual community. Lipset and Ladd (1971) also suggest the effects of aging 
and the encapsulated environment of colleges and universities as possible explanations. 
Whatever the reasons, the college students are a special social group that one cannot 
afford to Suetictok if one is interested in studying the ideological composition of 
contemporary American society. 

In sum, the relationship between social class and ideology in American society has 
evolved from a relatively simple pattern during the Depression era to a fairly complex 
configuration in the 1970's. Based on the research of Ladd, Nie et al., and others, at least 
six social groups can be identified for the purpose of studying the relationship between 
social structure and ideology in contemporary American society. These are the 
intelligentsia as represented by the professionals, the self-employed proprietors and 
farmers, the upper working class, the blacks, the Southern lower working class, and the 
college students. 

This classification of the American population leads to the first set of hypotheses 
for empirical testing. !f there is indeed a relationship between ideology and attribution and 
if a person's ideological perspective is to a large extent a function of his/her position in 


the social structure, one would expect a relationship between social structure and 
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attribution. However, the contemporary social class—ideology configuration can no longer 
be captured by unidimensional structural factors such as education and income. 
Therefore, when one relates unidimensional structural factors with explanations, one 
should find the relationships to be nonexistent or very weak. This does not necessarily 
mean that the way one explains poverty bears no relationship to one’s structura! position. 
It means that if the relationships are to be identified, one must take the complex social 
class—ideology configuration into consideration. One must examine social structure from 
a multidimensional perspective, by comparing, for instance, social groups that are 
distinctive from one another on several structural dimensions. Thus, one could expect the 
proponents of structural explanations to be found among those who are inclined to a 
liberal orientation, such as the professionals, blacks, and college students. Conversely, 
one could expect the proponents of individualistic explanations to be found in those 
social groups that are likely to endorse the conservative ideology, such as the 
self-employed proprietors and farmers, the upper working class, and the Southern 
lower working class. On the basis of this discussion, two hypotheses may be formulated: 
a HYPOTHESIS 1: There are no relationships between family income, educational 
attainment, and socioeconomic status on the one hand and explanations of poverty 
on the other. 5 
7 HYPOTHESIS 2: Whereas professionals, blacks, and college students are inclined to 
explain poverty in structural terms, proprietors and farmers, the upper working 


class, and the Southern working class tend to explain poverty in individualistic 
terms. 


THE ROLE OF IDEOLOGY 


Hypothesis 2 was generated on the basis of previous research which shows that 
the intelligentsia, blacks, and college students have shifted to the left of the political 
aati Conversely, the self-employed proprietors and farmers, upper working class, 
and Southern working class either remain where they have been or have shifted to the 
right. Thus, Hypothesis 2 is based on a theoretical assumption that the relationship 
between social structure and explanation is mediated through ideology. As the readers 
will recall, the general hypothesis for this entire study is that attributions are made in the 


context of or are informed by a priori theories that, in turn, are socially determined. As a 
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form of a priori theory, ideology is posited to be the crucial factor in understanding 
how individuals explain poverty. 

A question could be asked as to which aspects of ideology tend to mediate 
between social structure and attribution. It is worth pointing out that the historical analysis 
presented in Chapters Ill and IV has alluded to those ideological dimensions that are most. 
likely to influence how poverty was explained. These include the notion of providence, 
the ideas of collective welfare, individualism, economic equality, and the roles of the free 
market and the state. The debates and political struggles involving the mercantilists, the 
emergent bourgeoisie in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, classical economists, 
American free enterprise capitalists, the social gospel movement, the Progressive 
Movement, socialists, and Keynesian economists are all directly or indirectly related to 
‘these crucial issues. Some of the politico-economic and intellectual movements such as 
mercantilism and Social Darwinism may have been swept aside by the forward thrust of 
history, but the underlying ideas of these movements often resurface in later periods 
under different guises. | 

With the exception of the notion of providence which lost popularity with the 
passing of the Middle Ages, al! the major ideological issues discussed in Chapters Ill and 
IV are still very much alive today. They are often subsumed under the ideological 
umbrellas of liberalism and conservatism, particularly in the American context. But the 
terms liberalism and conservatism may sometimes be misleading because their meanings 
and connotations changed over the last two centuries. What liberalism means today is 
very different than what it used to mean, say, 150 years ago. As well, liberals and 
conservatives refer not only to individuals who have certain political and economic 
philosophies but also to individuals who espouse certain social values and take on certain 
life styles. George and Wilding (1976) have proposed a more restrictive but clearer 
categorization of ideology in contemporary Western societies. These authors 
differentiate four major ideologies: anti-collectivism, reluctant collectivism, fabian 
socialism, and Marxism. These four ideologies tend to span the spectrum of mainstream 
politico-economic ideology in Western societies. A brief discussion of these four major 


types of ideology will help identify those ideological dimensions that should be examined 


in this study. 
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The anti-collectivists, according to George and Wilding, are represented by such 
individuals as F. A. Hayek, Milton Friedman, and Enoch Powell. They are the supporters of 
classical liberalism of the late eighteenth and nineteenth century. Liberty, individualism, and 
inequality are the basic social values of anti—collectivists. The central idea in their 
conception of liberty is the absence of coercion of one individual by another. It is 
believed that individualism is complementary to liberty. They also maintain that liberty and 
substantive equality are basically incompatible. For instance, Hayek (1975) stated, "All 
endeavours to secure a ‘just’ distribution must thus be directed towards turning the 
spontaneous order of the market into an organization or, in other words, into a 
totalitarian order” (p. 68). The anti-collectivists reluctantly agree that the state has a duty 
to relieve poverty and suffering on the ground of charity. But this form of government 
activity is seen as a necessary evil rather than a positive step toward equality. They 
believe that the sooner the trend toward a welfare state is reversed, the better it is for 
society as a whole, because a passive role played by the state helps promote 
individualism and liberty. 

In many respects, the ideology of the reluctant collectivists, represented by such 
individuals as J. M. Keynes, J. K. Galbraith, and W. Beveridge, is similar to that of the 
anti-collectivists. Both groups endorse liberty, individualism, and a free market economy. 
The reluctant collectivists, however, hold fewer absolute values. Their values are 
tempered by their belief that capitalism is not entirely self-regulating. Like the 
anti-collectivists, the "reluctants” emphasize the virtues of individualism, private 
enterprise, and self-help. They believe that capitalism is the best economic system, 
although it requires judicious regulation and control for it to function efficiently and 
fairly. With respect to equality, they believe that wealth should be more evenly 
distributed. For both Beveridge and Galbraith, individual welfare is their ultimate concern. 
Their goal is for an extension of welfare services and the protection of public interest. 
Galbraith criticizes American capitalism for its failure to serve individual welfare or the 
public good. Given their conviction that capitalism needs to be regulated and their 
emphasis on collective welfare, the reluctant collectivists, like the Fabian socialists, 
believe in the benevolent potentialities of government action. They would like to see a 


major expansion of government activities in at least five major areas: an attack on 
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manifest social ills, mitigation of social imbalance, a setting of social priorities, 
coordination of economic planning, and as a stimulus to private enterprise. In short, the 
aim of the reluctant collectivists is to purge capitalism of inefficiencies and its injustice 
so that it may thrive. They believe that capitalism and planning are compatible, and that 
state intervention is needed to make capitalism morally acceptable. 

A strong emphasis on equality distinguishes Fabian socialists from the reluctant 
collectivists. While socialists do not insist that all income should be equal, they demand a 
much more equitable distribution of wealth. Because of their concern for equality, 
socialists strongly endorse the idea of the welfare state. They give an exceptionally high 
priority to traditional social welfare goals and support the allocation of an increased 
proportion of the national income to welfare programs. Another important characteristic 
of socialism, as pointed out by Cole (1975), is the value it places on collective action. 
Socialists reject the extreme individualism advocated by the anti-collectivists. They 
believe that individuals are what they are largely because of the society, community, and 
family in which they are brought up. Not only do they believe in cooperative action as a 
means to improve the condition of the poor, they also stress the need for collective 
regulation of social and economic affairs. This implies the rejection of the philosophy of 
laissez faire on the one hand and the support for an interventionist state on the other. 
Essentially, the major task of government is to correct what socialists see as the 
injustices of the market system of distribution. The socialists’ concern for welfare and 
equality thus leads to an advocacy for collective responsibility. 

The Marxists generally accept the main social and political goals advocated by the 
socialists: emphasis on collective action, economic equality, and a government playing an 
active role particularly in the economic sphere. However, they do not share the socialists 
optimism that capitalism can be transformed peacefully into socialism. They believe that 
the transformation can only be attained through class struggle. They also differ from the 
Fabian socialists in the faith the latter place in the ability of the welfare state to eliminate 
poverty and inequality and to solve other major social problems. The Marxists think that 
the welfare state may modify but it cannot solve these social problems because they are 
the inevitable outcomes of a class society. Only after a classless society is established 


would such problems and human suffering disappear. On the other hand, the Marxists 
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agree with the socialists in pointing out that without a large degree of economic security 
and equality, freedom is virtually meaningless. To the Marxist, freecan and equality must 
be seen as two sides of the same coin. Thus, whereas for the anti-collectivists, liberty 
almost implies inequality; for the Marxists, real freedom does not exist without 
substantial economic equality. 

It is apparent that a number of points of convergence exist between the historical 
analysis presented in Chapters Ill and |V and George and Wilding's typology of sae 
ideologies. The major ideological beliefs that influence the ways poverty was explained in 
the past are the same major ideological beliefs that differentiate the anti—collectivists, 
reluctant collectivists, socialists, and Marxist. These are beliefs concerning individual 
freedom, collective action, equality, the free market, the role of the state, and collective 
welfare. These ideological beliefs, according to the historical analysis in the previous two 
chapters, tended to shape the ways people in various historical periods understood 
poverty. These beliefs also constitute ideological dimensions, along which individuals are 
located. The four ideological groupings identified by George and Wilding can be seen as 
four relatively homogeneous clusters of individuals situated in different locations in a 
multidimensional space defined by the aforementioned dimensions. It appears from this 
discussion, therefore, that in order to study the complex relationships involving social 
structure, ideology, and explanations of poverty in contemporary Western societies, one 
may do well to examine these and similar belief elements. 

As pointed out previously, Hypothesis 2 is based on the theoretical assumption 
that the relationship between social structure and explanation is mediated through 
ideology. It is necessary to empirically ascertain the relationships between ideology and 
causal attribution, and between social structure and ideology. Finally, it is necessary to 
examine the three sets of variables together to see if ideology indeed plays a mediating 
role. Three broad hypothese are postulated to give direction to the statistical tests: 
sas HYPOTHESIS 3: While there are no relationships between unidimensional structural 


factors and ideology, the professionals, blacks, and students differ from the 
proprietors and farmers, upper working class, and Southern working class with 


respect to ideological beliefs. 


a HYPOTHESIS 4 : Ideological beliefs are related to the ways causal attributions are 
made with respect to poverty. 


as HYPOTHESIS 5 : The effects of social structure on causal attribution with respect 
to poverty are mediated through ideological beliefs. 
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LOCUS OF CONTROL AS A POTENTIAL INTERVENING VARIABLE 


Thus far we have been arguing that the ways individuals explain poverty are a 
function of their ideological beliefs which, in turn, are shaped by the individuals’ locations 
in the social structure. Thus, by holding constant the mediating effects of ideological 
beliefs, the relationship between social structure and attribution should disappear. 
Theoretically, ideological beliefs could be one of many intervening factors. As Rosenberg 
(1968) has stated: 

The road traveled from the independent variable to the dependent variable 
may thus pass many intellectual way stages en route, each leading to the next 
in an endless causal itinerary. When the survey analyst deals with intervening 
variable, then, he is essentially dealing with an intervening variable, not the 
intervening variable. The discovery of an intervening variable thus cannot serve 
as a complete explanation of the orginal relationship, but may serve as a 
landmark on the intellectual journey from cause to effect (p. 65; original 
emphases). 
The importance of ideological beliefs as an intervening variable depends to some extent 
on the ability of such beliefs, relative to that of other potential intervening variables, to 
account for the relationship between social structure and attribution. The more such 
possible intervening variables one could rule out, one could say with greater certainty that 
ideological beliefs are the most important, if not the only, mediating factor. 

One personality factor that could be an important intervening variable between 
social structure and attribution is internal-external locus of control. This personality 
variable refers to the extent to which individuals believe that event outcomes are 
contingent upon their own behaviors or are determined by external forces, over which 
they have little or no control. Those who generally believe that they control the outcomes 
of events are said to possess internal control. Conversely, those who generally believe 
that event outcomes are determined by outside forces are said to have external control. 
There are literally hundreds of studies involving locus of control. No attempt will be made 
here to present a comprehensive review of the literature. However, a few studies will be 
cited to indicate why locus of control could be a significant intervening variable between 
social structure and attribution. 

A study by Gilmore and Reid (1979) shows that successful subjects who are high 


on internal contro! attribute responsibility to internal causal factors. Conversely, external 


subjects who have failed are more external in their causal attributions. Levine and Uleman 
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(1979) obtain similar results in their study. Externals are more likely than internals to 
attribute their failures, but not their successes, to external factors. Studies on special 
population groups report similar findings. A study by Wright et al. (1980) on inmates of a 
reformatory shows that inmates with high internal locus of control, relative to their 
external counterparts, attribute more responsibility to themselves for success, even with 
social desirability controlled. A study of black college students by le Sure (1978) 
indicates that subjects who are internal on the personal dimension of control are more 
likely to attribute their own and others’ school performance to internal factors such as 
ability and effort. On the other hand, students who are external on the personal level are 
more likely to make external attributions — luck or difficulty of task — for their own and 
others academic performance. These and other studies suggest that individuals, 
depending on their locus of control, tend to differ in the ways they attribute causes to 
success and failure. Most of these studies indicate that whereas individuals high on 
internal locus of control are inclined to make internal attributions, individuals high on 
external locus of control tend to attribute event outcomes to external forces. 

Other studies examine the structural determinants of locus of control. For 
instance, Walls and Miller (1970) find that educational attainment is positively related to 
the extent of internal control. Jessor et al. (1968) report that internal locus of control is 
positively associated with socioeconomic status. This analysis also shows that ethnic 
groups differ with respect to locus of control. Anglo-Americans are more internal than 
Spanish Americans, with Indians falling midway between the other two groups. Most 
studies (e.g, Lessing, 1969; Strickland, 1972) on ethnic differences find that blacks tend 
to be more external than whites. Similarly, Lefcourt (1972) reports that most studies on 
children’s locus of control indicate that less advantaged children are usually found at the 
more external end of this personality continuum. Similar findings have been reported in 
more recent studies. Schmidt et al. (1978) find that middle-class subjects, relative to 
lower-class subjects, are more likely to believe that the realization of their hopes and 
fears depends on themselves. In short, there is considerable evidence to support 


Lefcourt's (1972) assertion that locus of control is linked to social learning within given 


groups. 
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On the basis of these findings, it is reasonable to posit locus of control as a 
mediating factor between social structure and attribution. However, it is the hypothesis 
of this study that ideology, not locus of control, serves as the intervening factor. Based 
on studies of locus of control, one would posit that individuals of upper socioeconomic 
status, such as professionals, would explain poverty internally, i.e. attribute poverty to 
personal inadequacies. Conversely, individuals of lower socioeconomic status, such as 
the blacks and Southern lower working class whites, would blame poverty on external 
factors. As the readers will recall, the hypotheses proposed earlier in this chapter predict 
very different results. Thus, two rival hypotheses could be generated, depending on 
whether ideology or locus of control is seen as the mediating factor between social 
structure and attribution. If it can be demonstrated that locus of control does not account 
for the relationship between structural factors and modes of explanation, the claim that 
ideology is the mediating factor is that much stronger. This leads to the following 
hypothesis: 


= HYPOTHESIS 6 : The effects of social structure on attribution with respect to 
poverty are not mediated through locus of control. 
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VI. METHODOLOGICAL ISSUES 


This chapter presents information on and discusses four areas of methodological 
concern. They are the nature of the data, the socio—demographic characteristics of the 
sample, the major variables to be used in the empirical analyses, and the statistical 


procedures to be employed. 


DATA BASE 


Data from the 1972 American National Election Study are used to test the 
hypotheses listed in Chapter V. The survey data were collected by the Center for Political 
Studies (CPS) of the Institute for Social Research, the University of Michigan. The CPS has 
been carrying out election studies for over two decades. The main objective of the 1972 
study was to obtain data on the attitudes and voting behaviors of a cross-section of the 
American electorate. The study also measured the American people's ideological beliefs 
and their reactions to a number of contemporary social issues, such as poverty and racial 
inequality. 
| The study covered 2,705 respondents selected nation-wide, excluding Hawaii and 
Alaska, and contained 1,070 variables. Respondents were interviewed both before and 
after the 1972 presidential election. In order to maximize the number of questions that 
could be administered, two forms of the interview were used, Form | and Form ll. 
One-half of the respondents were administered Form | of the pre-election interview 
schedule and Form ! of the post-election schedule, while the other half of the 
respondents were administered Form Il in both the pre- and post-election schedules. 
About 80 percent of the questions contained in the two forms were common to both, 
leaving about 20 percent as "form—unique” questions. Because most of the questions on 
the perceived causes of poverty appear only in the Form-ll questionnaire, the effective 
sample for the present analysis is reduced from 2,705 to 1,072, the number of 


respondents answering the Form-ll questionnaire in both the pre- and post-election 
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waves. Since the sample of respondents to whom each form of the questionnaire was 
administered constitutes a cross-sectional sample, each of the half-samples is a national 
cross-section. In other words, the fact that only Form-ll data are used does not affect 
the representativeness of the sample. 

The Survey Research Center's multistage area sample was used to generate a 
representative cross-section of individuals aged 18 and above who were citizens of the 
United States living in private households. Probability selection was enforced at all stages 
of the sample selection. The 12 largest metropolitan areas of the country were 
automatically included in the multistage sampling process, and the rest of the country was 
divided into 62 strata, each of which contained two or more primary sampling units. A 
primary sampling unit (consisting of a county or a group of counties) was drawn from 
each stratum with probability proportional to its 1970 population. From each of the 
primary sampling units, a sample of private households was selected. Respondents were 
then chosen from these households by an objective procedure that did not allow 
substitution. The entire selection process produced a sample in which each individual 
member of the population had a known probability of being selected. The “Introduction” 
chapter of Miller, Miller, and Schneider's publication, American National Election 
Studies Data Sourcebook, 1952 - 1978, contains a more detailed discussion on the 
sampling procedure. 

Data were obtained from personal, face-to-face interviews. The overall 
responses rate for the pre-election survey was 75.1 percent. Respondents interviewed 
in the pre-election wave between September and November 1972 were reinterviewed in 
the post-election wave between November 1972 and February 1973. A reinterview rate 


of 80.9 percent was achieved. 


THE SAMPLE 


This section briefly describes the socioeconomic characteristics of the sample. 
Of the 1,072 respondents, 43.4 percent were male and 56.6 percent female. About 10 


percent of the respondents were blacks and 90 percent nonblacks. Because the sample 


taw suanncitesep sef io petites i llicsliadibicdaleil 
tgrierieh 6 2 aziarea—tecd om to ee siaense: lerditoee~sacro.k a 
inelig ton geob baz e's) seo > ee ane fen? tet On; soow 
sisenae: enti 
sieusnsn OF Heew 2hw Brome eens bpsiedion 2 reaned, sacks 
1:5 slaw ow svbodk’ bre : begs: sleLhviin te i 
ein is besrcins 26y navwegied \y iho apie 1S sional wyil. 
ALG oft. TO 2bas6 Jancis iene! Sf 9A praeng 
(iemoo ant to fees edt brs aes D Aiea, sda | 
en strips dtabive fy 2 ae anette £84 
- dw eae a0 5 ve Wihudo.e oe pnitereniieh cvs enigeree 
714) cetisivecG ONG. a2: ot ena qNG viliccley ettoae ‘ 
Ww Rinshhoaest pareige seu eelotsbigs aftwia tgs sheng % rh igi 
risa stiaieeudet eaaitt mov | 
iQuiio floss Faeiw Fi Blattee |S Beoubdxq wags ong aiihsees ener OT. 
TOHOuea TA |e oeineiae gaed to viicega rw West Bd eh, welt: a: 
neissid jatOlis Wes ert | Groiiesiaue 2 BEIGE: fares salt cation Lene 
it ao Golzauedib. bbhistbbAb ery-s 2 tBe05 aren ~ ‘ster Hoadasnso® e120 4 


th 
=a 
2 


Sea 


vO. ant. 2u/SiPethi “aagt2o7—e56) “ laraens aes} hehatds. sree. ameQ ys 
te 


ze “ 1s 
psweivin) 2nsinegesr treo fay zcw Bye folpae iia attr ate ; : 7 


"i bentePeinleraigw STC] sedhiavey! ong aed rceoheg rasurad evawingitone oq 
Ste7 wawoeiney S SVE (neuer OF G1. fbdeseebl nEesvited ai NEM salo- 


Hi 
os enna” 
sigeise srt to ecifahsiga yes QmancIeccee. oft gagieely tart aa i , 
Of tuodA sierra} jnasiag ABS bre Sletn eng itgorea neh eaneioiel, Zs 
aimee ait ceusieS 2diociarion tnscjeg GE tne .edseid nw saints ea a 


o* | re < 


124 


consisted only of individuals who were eligible to vote, people under 18 years of age 
were not included. Respondents aged 25 or under accounted for 18.5 percent; 37.4 
percent were from 26 to 45; 30.2 percent were aged 46 to 65; and 14 percent were 
over 65. Slightly above two-thirds of the interviewees were married. Those who were 
single accounted for 12.6 percent of the sample. About 7 percent were divorced or 
separated, and about 12 percent were widowed. 

With respect to educational attainment, respondents with grade-9 education or 
less accounted for about 23 percent of the sampie. Another 34 percent had an 
educational attainment of between grades 10 and 12. Thirty percent of the respondents 
had some college education. Those with a baccalaureate degree accounted for 96 
percent, and those possessing higher degrees 3.5 percent. Of all the respondents, 590 
(or 55 percent) were gainfully employed at the time of the interview. About 4 percent 
were unemployed or were looking for work. Slightly over 10 percent were retired or 
were disabled; 26.5 percent of the respondents were housewives, and another 3.2 
percent were students. 

The proportions of respondents in various family—income groups are as follows: 
13.3 percent with family income of $3,000 or less; 18.2 percent with $3,000-$6,000; 
25.8 percent with $6,000-$10,000; 21.5 percent with $10,000-$15,000; 10.9 percent 
with $15,000-$20,000; 49 percent with $20,000-$25,000; 2.5 percent with 
$25,000-$35,000; and 3 percent with $35,000 or more. 


THE VARIABLES 


The present empirical analysis involves three major sets of variables. As the 
readers will recall, it is posited that social structural factors shape an individual's 
ideological perspectives which, in turn, determine his/her attributions with respect to 
poverty. In addition, a rival hypothesis involving a personality variable (locus of control) as 


an alternative mediating factor will be tested. This section briefly discusses how these 


variables are operationalized. 
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The Independent Variables 

As was suggested in the previous chapter, in examining the effects of social 
structure on ideology, unidimensional structural factors could be used to predict 
ideological beliefs. Three unidimensional structural factors will be used for this purpose: 
income, educational attainment, and socioeconomic status. Income is measured by the 
respondent's estimated family income for 1971. Educational attainment refers to the 
highest level of education achieved by the respondent. Socioeconomic status is indexed 
by a 10-category occupational classification, coded according to the Duncan decile 
system. It is based on the occupation of the head of household at the time of the 
interview or the former occupation if the head of household was no longer working. 

There is another way to conceptualize the impact of social structure on ideology. 
Ideological beliefs can be seen as a function of the effects of various structural forces 
acting together. One way to test this point of view is to examine if population groups 
with diverse structural properties exhibit distinctive patterns of ideological beliefs. The 
previous chapter identified six such groups for empirical analysis: professionals, 
proprietors/farmers, upper working class, Southern working class, college students, and 
blacks. The professionals are nonblacks with at least a baccalaureate degree who work in 
professional or technical occupations. The proprietors/farmers are nonblacks who are 
self-employed proprietors or farmers. The upper working class refers to nonblack 
respondents who work as craftsmen, foremen, and kindred workers. The Southern 
working class refers to nonblack respondents who live in the Southern or border states,‘ 
and who work in clerical or unskilled occupations. The college students are nonblack 
students with an educational attainment level of grade 12 or above.‘ With respect to the 
blacks, their racial identity overrides all other characterics. All black respondents, 


regardless of their occupation, education, etc., are classified in this category. 


The Southern and border states are Virginia, Alabama, Arkansas, Florida, Georgia, 
Louisiana, Mississippi, North Carolina, South Carolina, Texas, Kentucky, Maryland, 


Oklahoma, Tennessee, and West Virginia. 
5 


Educational attainment refers to the highest level of education attained. Since most 
college student respondents would not have had a first degree, their educational 
attainment would most likely be recorded as "Grade 12.” Thus, those respondents who 
were students and who had an educational attainment of Grade 12 were most likely to be 


college students. 
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These population groups can be seen as representing the combination or 
interaction of various structural factors. The Southern working class, for example, 
represents a combination of three structural dimensions: geographic location, occupation, 
and race. The professional group also represents a combination of three tytn 
dimensions: occupation, education, and race. Since the six groups are mutually exclusive 
of one another, each of the six groups can also be seen as the outcome of the 
combination of a series of dummy variables. For example, if student status is coded "1" 
and nonstudent status "0" on the employment status dimension, and if blacks are scored 
"1" and nonblacks "0" on the race dimension, then Group 6 (i.e., white college students) is 
represented by "1" on the employment status dummy variable and "0" on the race dummy 
variable. 

These six groups together account for about 42 percent of the sample. Since 
much of the data analysis will be performed using these six groups, it may be desirable 
to make fuller use of the available data by relaxing somewhat the inclusion criterion for 
the specially defined groups. One way to accomplish this is to use the occupations of the 
heads of household, instead of those of the respondents, to define the first four groups, 
namely, the professionals, proprietors/farmers, upper working class, and Southern 
working class. This will allow the inclusion of dependents, such as housewives, in these 
groups. For instance, if a respondent is the nonworking wife of a physician identified as 
the head of household, the respondent will be classified, according to this inclusion 
criterion, as belonging to the professional group. The reasoning here !s that the structural 
forces that impinge upon the head of household also affect his/her immediate family 
members. Since the black group and the student group are not constituted on the basis 
of occupation, this procedure does not affect those two groups. By adopting this more 
liberal inclusion criterion, it is possible to increase the number of cases in the six groups 
to about 60 percent of the Form-—ll respondents. If the hypotheses were tested on these 
groups and the findings were in the predicted directions, one would have even greater 
confidence in the soundness of the hypotheses since the results are obtained from 
analyses based on groups that are less ‘pure’ in their composition. 

To differentiate the groups created mainly on the basis of the occupations of the 


respondents from those created mainly on the basis of the occupations of the heads of 
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household, we shall call the former the "restricted criterion” groups, and the latter the 
"broadened criterion” groups. Parallel statistical tests will be done, using these two sets 
of specially constituted groups. In order to economize on space, only results pertaining 
to the ‘restricted criterion’ groups will be discussed in detail. Results pertaining to the 
"broadened criterion” groups will be reported only if they differ markedly from those 


obtained from the "restricted criterion” groups. 


The [ntervening Variables 

The intervening factors in this study are the ideology variables and the personality 
variable, “locus of control.” Several social, political, and economic beliefs have been 
identified in the previous three chapters as most likely to predict explanations of poverty 
and to discriminate among population groups with respect to ideological perspectives. 
However, selection of appropriate ideology variables for the present study is somewhat 
hampered by the fact that this is a secondary data analysis. In other words, since the 
1972 American National Election Study was designed for very different purposes, it may 
not contain the variables deemed most useful for the present analysis. However, there 
are a number of social, political, and economic belief items in the data base which may be 
used in the construction of indicators or scales to represent the more important ideology 
dimensions. The Napior (1972) nonmetric multidimensional technique for summated 
ratings was used to construct ideological indicators. This technique consists of a 
two-stage scaling procedure. Firstly, a set of items are decomposed into unidimensional 
subsets through multidimensional analysis of the pairwise associations among the items. 
This can be accomplished by using clustering techniques, smallest space analysis, or 
factor analysis. Secondly, Guttman’s least-squares scaling procedure is applied to each 
unidimensional subset to obtain scale weights for response categories and scores for 
subjects on the dimension under consideration. This method represents a considerable 
improvement upon the more commonly used Likert scaling because, unlike the Likert 
technique, the Napior. method renders unnecessary a number of often tenuous 
assumptions about the dimensional, distributional, and metric properties of the data. 


Fourteen items on various social, economic, and political beliefs were selected. 


The 14 items are as follows: 
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To overcome discrimination, blacks should organize or take individual action; 

To overcome discrimination, women should organize or pursue individual career 
goals; 

To overcome discrimination, blacks should use social action or get better training; 
To overcome discrimination, women should get better training or work together; 
Government should/should not help minority groups to improve their social and 
economic position; 

All except the old and handicapped should take care of themselves without social 
welfare benefits; 

Equality has gone too far in America; 

Government should/should not ensure that all persons have jobs and a good 
standard of living; 

Federal government should/should not see to it that black people get fair treatment 
in jobs; 

10. Federal government should/should not enforce school integration; 

11. Liberalism—conservatism; 

12. Government should/should not force private industry to stop pollution; 

13. Government should/should not take action against inflation; and 

14. Tax rate should be higher for the wealthy/same tax rate for everyone. 
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These 14 items were factor analyzed, using a principal factors solution with iteration and 
varimax rotation. The first factor extracted in the unrotated solution (column 5 in Table 
6.1) reflects the existence of a common theme. Only three of the items (Item 12, 13, and 
14) fail to load at least 0.30.6 The substantial loadings on the first extracted factor, 
together with the relatively high common variance of the factor, suggests the existence 
of a general theme running through most of the belief statements. The varimax rotation 
of that solution yields four factors, suggesting that, in addition to a common theme, there 
are four distinguishable dimensions. It is apparent that the variance is not evenly spread 
among the four factors. Factor | accounts for about two-thirds of the variance. Factors 
Il, Ill, and IV account for 15.4 percent, 10.2 percent, and 7.5 percent of the variance, 
respectively. Most of the items meet Thurstone’s simple-structure criteria; the 
exceptions being Items 1, 5, and 11. 

Factor | is characterized by four items (Items 1, 5, 6, and 7) with loadings greater 
than 0.50. Since Item 1 has an even higher loading on Factor Il and, on a face validity 
basis, appears to go with Items 2, 3, and 4, it was decided to exclude it from the 
Factor-| grouping. Items 5, 6, and 7 refer to whether efforts should be made to ensure 
or promote greater economic equality. Thus, Factor | is identified as belief in efforts to 
achieve greater equality. Factor || contains four items (Items 1, 2, 3, and 4) with high 
loadings. These four items refer to whether inequality and discrimination should be 


overcome by individual efforts or through collective action. Factor Il, therefore, stands 


tems 12, 13, and 14 are essentially New-Deal style interventionist items. It is not known 
why they failed to load. 


ons iaiebe uses ‘aves ot 


itioce tuortivv os iderriettt to ores Sit hci gag 


bean « bra edo] 2 (Sit enes eq: ct ant ware eh 
instntsef iat 190 eiqosq AoEIGg ret Pa oF 302 fon biuorz\Hiuorda: im | 
-Molteypedr hopes pra Sitjarke) ix Ors Irghtanr re 4 oy iebeF 


7 


oitullong gard OF Fase eee beh es ee ‘teh *siearaleone 


n& HOGR 245 a uBio mynevos 
soy Ise TAT SIRE Aes oe ey ett 1074/9 2 bivere ates xaT 


erat ctiw toxtulds 236tgR? iBaaning a d griay ‘Seis pared on 


hae ti 
ins” oi 2 araGlos) noduloe belaela te srt om periantks “tet aa 


i 


o25 he 


- 
, 
a = 


- SiS? cnet emer sr fo. Se wif hia acter agains S40 
1O1as? “hStIbwxs Fett) SHE Paes suniobet tei Seciia ant 0&0 ancien Bis 
soreizixa sit slesgpue 10 teas ary to 3 reed norman ripir avin ate 
AnBICN “smite aril 2iis aIniSisre. tiled air Fe) sau nique emia ‘sefiont le ieee | 
Heri smert orn soho - ni. ther ena weet wat sey ats 
ogsyz2 vineve. Jon 21 a90KIey 3004 | shensaod 3g ib engi ik 
MCmet cInsMNsy srt to eburtt-ow) tuods 467 ShadoR | bial pe 


i 
r 


tal snibsol oi vw) Ty Grim, 9 de eal enue amgeth Fo? a Bgsinat 

viev 305t"s no bnb 707969 mo oniose venipifti neve: ms. Ft) a 
oft (mor) 41 abulaxs of bavisab: as Spas 2 ss ahehisap go we 
Siete. of abéin $d bivorlg anotte edict oF ietey nae ee orig. 
of amotte*n isiled 26 batiimeni ei | sore at aha 
Hig tii 1B bm 6 Sef arieti erst wot anlktdoo fl Jotas: 
$a bitioti2 novSnimingeih ONS: VWhisuper seniforiw oF eve a 
sotige angtejeni tt xojoe3 naitas dal) siguart ae ie! sie ‘ W 


AWS Jor 2.4! amsti unotneanein siege l6eG-wal yi f 


aa 


Was) 


(%) @oueleA UOWWOD 


(%) -@OUBMeA [eyO1 


aje1 xe} jenbe 4oO ayes xe} aaisseHoug Fl 
uonejjul ysuleHbe Oe JOU PINOYS/pjnoYys JUaWUIBAOH ‘E] 


uoinyjod dojs 
0} Asysnpul ayeaAiid ad40f JOU PjNOYS/pynoYs jUsWUIUIBAOH Z| 


LUSI}BAI@SUO7)/LUSI|B48qI “| | 


uoleuba}ul JOOYDS edsOJUs JOU PjNOYS/pinoYs JUsBWULaACH ‘Ol 


syoR|q 
JO} UBWIRS1} swe} B@unsua yOU PjNOYs/pjnoys jUsWIUIBACH ‘6G 


puepueys Bulal 
pooh pue sqof aunsus jou pjnoys/pjnoys jUeWUIBACD 


BOUaWy ul Je} O00} BUCH sey Ajenby 


SIeJJaM BAIBD81 Pinoys peddesipuey pue pjo Aju 


4Jau}e60} YIOM/psules} 19}338GQ 8q PjNOYUS UBWO/AA “Yv 
Buiuiesyy sO uonoe jelInos asn pjnous syoRg € 
sjeob ansund oj} aziuebio pjnoys uswo/n, 2 


UONPUILULIDSID BWUIODIBAO O} aeziueHb4sO pjnoUs syxoR|gG “| 


101984 
peyoeyxy Al 
1S4ly 


40}0e84 


40}90e4 


40}9e4 


40}0e4 


SjuetUa}eIS jaleqg jeolbojoap; pt 40O sisAjeuy 40joOe4 |g alge, 


Ct BS 
iD eo) 
TO i 


a 


Ra | brie fgerriae nt 1)" cot ena zee we x 


beop ‘bne ado} Swerd tor uodatblearte, Erith 2 iy 
triateriete r 


27 10} Fania? WR?” eines ton brine sshiuen te ae * £ 


$3 | sodnapeitl ioodis sao tna Jan bivods 

th 

SI) o) yotaybal etaying sa7gt Fora 

At} _  freiielhal sine To Te 

an sigs ’ at men ive . at ; ; 
rc — a “tdaxp a 


a ac her, Saale Taig 


130 


for the belief in collective action vs. individual action to solve social problems. Factor Ill 
contains two items (Items 9 and 10) with high loadings. Both items refer to government 
intervention in racial matters. Although Item 8 has higher loading on Factor IV than on 
Factor Ill, and its loading on Factor Ill is relatively low, on a face validity basis, it is 
grouped together with Items 9 and 10. Taken together, they stand for the belief in an 
interventionist vs. a noninterventionist government, although the emphasis of the factor is 
on minority issues. Since Item 5 and Item 8, which load fairly highly on Factor IV, have 
been assigned to Factor | and Factor Ill, respectively, there are no more high-loading 
items in the last factor. Besides, its eigenvalue is too small to be of much significance. 
Thus, Factor IV is discarded. Item 11, liberalism-—conservatism, presents an interesting 
case. It has a high loading on Factor |, but not as high as Items 5, 6, and 7. It also has 
relatively high loadings on Factors Il and IV. 

Following the factor analysis, it was decided that the three factors formed the 
basis for the construction of three unidimensional ideological indicators. Guttman's 
least-squares scaling procedure was applied to each subset of items to obtain scale 
weights for response categories. The scale weights for each subset of items were then 
summed to obtain scores for subjects. This resulted in three scales. Items 5, 6, and 7 
form a scale on belief in efforts to achieve greater equality (to be identified as "Belief in 
Equality Scale’). Items 1, 2, 3, and 4 form a scale on belief in collective action vs. 
individual action to solve social problems (to be identified as "Belief in Collectivism 
Scale”). And items 8, 9, and 10 form a scale on belief in an interventionist vs. a 
noninterventionist government (to be identified as "Belief in Government Action Scale’). 

As mentioned, Item 11, liberalism—conservatism, seems to have a special status. It 
has relatively high loadings on three of the four factors, but not high enough to be 
included in the scaling procedure. Unlike the three composite scales which measure 
specific ideological dimensions, .liberalism—conservativism is a multidimensional concept. 
Liberals and conservatives tend to differ on more than one ideological dimension. Ideally, 
we would have preferred not to use multidimensional indicators such as 
liberalism—conservatism in empirical analysis. Even if we could demonstrate the effects 
of liberalism—conservatism on the ways individuals explain poverty, we would still be 


unsure as to which aspects of liberalism and conservatism bring about such effects. 
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Analysis based on unidimensional indicators would probably produce more interpretable 
results. However, given the scarcity of belief items in the data base, we were able to 
construct only three unidimensional ideological belief scales and these cannot totally 
replace liberalism—conservatism. This is indicated by the fact that when a multiple 
regression analysis was done, regressing liberalism—conservatism on belief in 
collectivism, belief in equality, and belief in government action, only about 27 percent of 
the variance in the former was accounted for by the three scales. It is quite clear that the 
liberalism—conservatism concept contains more belief elements than the three ideological 
belief scales were able to capture. Presumably, had there been more belief items available 
in the data base, other ideological scales could have been constructed, thereby rendering 
the use of liberalism—conservatism unnecessary. As well, initial data analyses suggested 
that the effects of liberalism—conservatism on explanation of poverty differed from 
those of the three unidimensional scales in some respects. It was, therefore, decided to 
retain liberalism—conservatism as another ideology variables. This ideological belief 
indicator is based on responses to a single question which asked respondents to place 
themselves on a 7-point scale ranging from "extremely liberal’ to "extremely 
conservative.” 

Generally speaking, although the results of the factor analysis are far from ideal, 
they provide some justification for identifying the four major ideological belief indicators 
that will serve as intervening variables in the empirical analysis. These four scales reflect 
ideological beliefs pertaining to individual freedom, collective action, equality, the role of 
government, and collective welfare, which have been shown previously to have 
substantial predictive and discriminating power. 

Another set of intervening variables are related to internal—external control. There 
are 30 items pertaining to locus of control, many of which originate from Rotter’s (1966) 
Internal-External Locus of Control Scale. The items are mostly in a forced-choice 
format, with internal statements paired with external statements. Although Rotter has 
claimed that his scale is unidimensional in nature, a number of studies (e.g., Collins, 1974; 
Gurin et al., 1969; Mirels, 1970) have presented evidence, suggesting that the scale is not 
unidimensional. In light of these contradictory claims and findings, it is important first of 


all to examine the dimensionality of the 30 items. 
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A factor analysis with varimax rotation on the 30 items produced eight factors 
(see Table 6.2). Only the first three seem to be of any significance. Factors |, in and Ill 
account for 45 percent, 17.2 percent, and 12.6 percent of the variance. None of the 
other factors has an eigenvalue greater than 1.0, and none accounts for more than 10 
percent of the variance. Factor | contains four items (Items 4, 8, 12, and 23) with high 
loadings. They are all related to one’s perception of the causes of success and 
achievement: What makes a leader, breaks or skill? Does success depend on luck or hard 
work? ls it luck or ability that determines who gets to be the boss? What determines who 
will get ahead, having the right connections or doing a fine job? In each case, respondents 
have to decide if success is contingent upon their own actions and relatively stable 
attributes or if achievement is the outcome of chance and manipulations by powerful 
others. The former refers to internal locus of control, the latter external locus of control. 

Factor |i has three items (Items 28, 29, and 30) with high loadings. Do things turn 
out according to plan? Would life work out the way one wants it to? Are the problems of 
life too big for people to handle? The content of these three items suggests that Factor Il 
deals with people's control over the future direction of their lives. Factor Ill also contains 
three high loading items (Items 10, 11, and 27). These are: Can one make plan work or do 
things turn out according to fortune? Does getting what one wants depend on luck? Is 
life too much a matter of luck to plan ahead very far? It is apparent that Factor Ill is about 
the importance of luck and fate in shaping life events. 

This factor analysis shows that locus of control contains at least three 
dimensions, namely, internal vs. external control, control over one’s destiny, and belief in 
fate. Accordingly, three scales were constructed by applying the Napior scaling technique 
to the high loading items that define each of the three dimensions. This resulted in three 
unidimensional scales: the Internal vs. External Control Scale, the Control! Over Destiny 


Scale, and the Belief in Fate Scale. The intercorrelations between these three scales are 


reported in Table 6.3. 


The Dependent Variables 


The dependent variables are 13 survey items relating to various explanations of 


poverty. These 13 explanation statements, in one way or another, apportion the blame to 
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Table 6.3 Inter-correlations Between Three Locus of Control! Scales? 


a 


Control over Belief in 


Destiny Fate 
Internal vs. External Control mate aN 
Control over Destiny ‘50 


All coefficients are significant at .0001 level 
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either the poor themselves or to some external sources that range from specific 
institutional inadequacies (e.g., the seniority system tends to hurt the poor) to structural 
injustice at the societal level (e.g, America does not give all people an equal chance). For 
10 of the 13 items, respondents have to answer if they agree a great deal, agree 
somewhat, disagree somewhat, or disagree a great deal with an explanation statement. 
For the remaining items, respondents have to answer forced-choice questions. The 13 


items are presented as follows: 


1. The poor are poor because the wealthy and powerful keep them poor; 

2, People are poor because there just aren't enough good jobs for everybody; 

3 With all the training programs and efforts to help the poor, anyone who wants to 
work can get a job these days; 

4. The poor are poor because the American way of life doesn't give all people an 
equal chance; 

a Most poor people don't have the ability to get ahead; 

6. Poor people didn't have a chance to get a good education — their schools are much 
worse than others; 

ee The seniority system in most companies works against poor people — they're the 
last to be hired and the first to be fired; 

8. Many poor people simply don't want to work hard; 

3) Good skilled jobs are controlled by unions and most poor people can't get into the 
skilled unions; , 

0. Most poor people were brought up without drive or ambition; 
11. People who are born poor have less chance to get ahead than other people/people 


who have the ability and work hard have the same chance as anyone else, even if 
their parents were poor; 

12. Many poor people don't want to work hard/the poor are poor because the 
American way of life don't give all people an equal chance; and 

13. It is the lack of skills and abilities that keep most unemployed people from getting a 
job/there just aren't enough jobs even for those with skills. 

If statistical analyses were done using all 13 items individually, the analysis would 
have been exceedingly cumbersome. Because responses to individual questions tend to 
be unstable, results based on analysis of individual items tend to lack consistency and are 
often difficult to interpret. In addition, some of the items appear to be interrelated. It 
was, therefore, deemed advisable to subject the 13 items to a scaling procedure to see 
if they could be reduced to a few composite indices of explanation. It was hoped that 
such indices, if successfully constructed, would represent major facets of causal 
attribution with respect to poverty. Once again, the Napior scaling technique was used to 
scale the items. 

First, the 13 items were factor analyzed. The results of the factor analysis are 
shown in Table 6.4. Both the principal factoring and varimax rotation procedures yield 


three factors. The first factor extracted by a principal factoring with iteration procedure 


suggests that most of the items share a common theme, as the great majority of the 
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items have high loadings on this factor. The varimax rotation produces three factors, 
indicating that the items possess dimensionality that is additional to their common 
meaning. An examination of those items that have high loadings on Factor | (Items 1, 2, 3, 
4, 11, 12, and 13) suggests that this factor, which accounts for two-thirds of the 
variance, pertains to the central question in poverty explanation: Is poverty a 
consequence of unjust social arrangements or is it a product of certain personal defects 
on the part of the poor? On the basis of this interpretation, we have labeled Factor | 
"structural vs. individualistic explanation.” The four items with the highest loadings on 
Factor | (Items 2, 3, 4, and 12) were selected to be used in the second stage of the 
scaling procedure. This resulted in a composite scale called Structural vs. Individualistic 
Explanation Scale. 

Factor || contains five items with high loadings: Items 5, 6, 7, 9, and 10. However, 
two of the five items (Items 5 and 10) have negative signs, even though all items had 
been recoded before the factor analysis was done to make them consistent with one 
another in terms of response direction. Diagramatically, Items 6, 7, and 9 and Items 5 and 
10 appear in opposite quadrants. Aiso, on the basis of face validity, Items 5 and 10 do 
not appear to go together with the other three in terms of item contents. It is therefore 
decided to only consider Items 6, 7, and 9 under this factor.’ These three items refer to 
specific institutional inadequacies that tend to trap the less fortunate in poverty. Unlike 
those items in Factor | which identify structural problems at the societal level, Factor Il 
items refer to flaws of specific institutions: poor quality schools, an inequitable seniority 
system, and unfair union practices. Whereas the amelioration of institutional inadequacies 
is at least conceivable, one would have to overhaul the entire society in order to cure 
those problems identified by Factor |. We have therefore labeled Factor Il “institutional 
constraint explanation.” The three items were then scaled according to the Napior 
technique. Since the third factor has only one high loading item and since it accounts for 


less than 10 percent of the variance, no scaling of items based on Factor Ill was done. 


A second factor analysis was done after the two “irregular” items had been removed. 
This factor analysis with 11 items yields two factors. An examination of these two 
factors shows that other than some minor changes in the loadings of some of the items, 
the two factors are similar to Factors | and Il obtained in the first factor analysis. 
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STATISTICAL PROCEDURES 


A number of statistical techniques will be employed to test the hypotheses. A 
brief discussion of these statistical techniques will be provided in this section. To test 
Hypothesis |, correlation analysis will be used to see if relationships exist between family 
income, education, and socioeconomic status on the one hand and explanations of 
poverty on the other. Like Hypothesis 1, Hypothesis 2 makes predictions regarding the 
relationship between social structure and attribution, but the statistical techniques 
required for testing this hypothesis are quite different. Since Hypothesis ll involves six 
groups, oneway analysis of variance will be used to see if there are statistically 
significant differences between the groups with respect to the general tendencies in the 
way they explain poverty. In addition, a pr/or/ contrast tests will be performed. The fact 
that an analysis of variance reveals a significant group effect merely indicates that the 
mean of at least one of the groups is different from the grand mean, after appropriate 
adjustments are made. What one would usually like to know is how the groups differ 
from each other. An a prior/ contrast test is a systematic procedure for comparing all 
possible pairs of group means. The "least-significant difference’ test with an alpha of 
0.01 is used (Nie et al., 1975). 

Similar analyses will be performed to test Hypothesis 3. Correlation analysis will 
first be used to examine the relationships between income, education, and 
socioeconomic status on the one hand and the ideology variables on the other. Analysis 
of variance and @ pr/or/ contrast tests will then be used to examine how the groups 
differ with respect to ideology. To test if there are relationships between ideology and 
explanation (Hypothesis 4), correlation analysis will be used. 

The testing of Hypothesis 5 will be more complicated because it involves three 
sets of variables, those focussed on social structure, ideology, and explanations of 
poverty, in a postulated causal sequence. The most important aspect of this hypothesis is 
the argument that ideology mediates between social structure and attribution. One way to 
determine if ideology is in fact the intervening factor is to hold it constant and see if the 
partial associations between social structure and attribution disappear or are reduced. 


One problem with this method is that, since it is based on the inspection of each of the 
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partial relationships, it is often difficult to tell clearly if the relationship has been reduced 
and by how much, particularly when the intervening variable or variables yield a large 
number of partial associations. Rosenberg (1962) has introduced the test factor 
standardization method to provide a summary measure of the effect of the control 
variable(s). It enables one to show in a single table the original uncontrolled relationship 
between the independent and dependent variables and the relationship when one or more 
intervening variables are held constant. This technique will be used to see if the original 
relationships between the six identified groups and explanations of poverty would be 
attenuated when the ideology variables are held constant, either singly or jointly. If the 
relationships are reduced, one may conclude that ideology is a mediating factor. 

It is highly unlikely that the original relationships will completely disappear when 
ideology is held constant. When both social structure and ideology impinge on attribution, 
the standardization technique cannot determine the relative importance of these two 
sources of influence on attribution. As well, it is often difficult to assess the combined 
effects of the different ideology variables. This is because when too many intervening 
variables are introduced simultaneously, some of the columns in the partial association 
tables may contain no cases, rendering the standardization procedure unfeasible. To 
overcome these difficulties, it is proposed to carry out an additional test: dummy variable 
path analysis. The six identified groups are coded as dummy variables; the dependent 
variable in the path analysis is the explanation of poverty; and the mediating factors are 
the four ideology variables. The causal model stipulates that the dummy variables 
influence explanation both directly and indirectly through the ideology variables. Two such 
analyses will be done, one using structural vs. individualistic explanation as the dependent 
variable, the other using institutional constraint explanation as the dependent variable. Path 
analysis enables us to assess the direct effects of the six identified groups on 
explanation, the effects of the six groups on explanation via the ideology variables, and 
the independent effects of the ideology variables on explanation. Thus, the path analyses 
supplement the standardization tests in assessing the role of ideology as a mediating 
factor between social structure and attribution. 

Finally, the hypothesis that internal-external locus of control is an intervening 


variable between social structure and attribution is tested by means of Rosenberg’s 
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(1962) test factor standardization. The purpose of this test is to see if the original 
relationship between social structure and attribution is attenuated when locus of control 


is standardized. 
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Vil. FINDINGS 


Empirical findings will be presented in four sections in this chapter: the structural 
determinants of attribution; interrelationships between social structure, ideology, and 
explanations of poverty; ideology as a mediating factor; and locus of control as a 
competing mediating factor. These four sections correspond to the analytic scheme 
proposed in Chapter V and the hypotheses tested are grouped under these four sections. 
As has been pointed out, for a number of tests, parallel sets of analysis have been 


1 


carried out, using both the "restricted criterion’ groups and the "broadened criterion’ 
groups. But for the sake of conciseness, only findings from the "restricted criterion’ 
groups will be reported in detail, unless the two parallel sets of analysis reveal markedly 


different results. 


STRUCTURAL DETERMINANTS OF ATTRIBUTION 


As the readers will recall, Hypothesis 1 states that there are no relationships 
between family income, educational attainment, and socioeconomic status on the one 
hand and explanations of poverty on the other. Educational attainment, family income, and 
socioeconomic status were correlated with structural vs. individualistic explanation and 
institutional constraint explanation. The results presented in Table 7.1 show that linear 
relationships between the structural variables and the explanation variables are either 
nonexistent or very weak. Although three of the correlation coefficients are statistically 
significant, the coefficients are very small. As a safeguard against drawing erroneous 
conclusions, education, family income, and socioeconomic status were correlated with 
each of the 13 explanation items, some of which were used in creating the two 
explanation scales. Again, only very weak relationships were detected. Thus, Hypothesis 1 
is largely supported by empirical evidence. 

Hypothesis 2 suggests that the relationship between social structure and 


attribution can be examined from a different perspective. The impact of social structure 
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Table 7.1 Correlations 


Between Structural Variables and Explanation Variables 
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on attribution can be seen as arising from the effects of various structural forces acting 
together. The interaction of such structural factors is represented by six specially 
identified groupings. Hypothesis 2 posits that these groups, because of their different 
structural properties, are inclined to offer different explanations for the existence of 
economic dependency. 

Before commenting on the results of the analysis of variance and a priori 
contrast tests, it is useful to present the socio-demographic characteristics of the six 
"restricted criterion” groups and the six "broadened criterion” groups. A seventh group 
known as ‘others” is added in each case to facilitate comparison. The “others” is a 
residual category, representing respondents who are not included in any one of the six 
identified groups. The socio—demographic characteristics of these seven groups are 
shown in Tables 7.2 and 7.3. 

A oneway analysis of variance was computed for structural vs. individualistic 
explanation, using the seven ‘restricted criterion’ groups as the independent variable. The 
results of the analysis are presented in Table 7.4. The group effect is statistically 
significant. As expected, the means for professionals, blacks, and students are above the 
grand mean, indicating that they are more likely to explain poverty in structural terms. Of 
these three groups, the blacks are most likely to use structural explanation. They are 
followed by the students. Conversely, the proprietors/farmers, upper working class, and 
Southern working class score below the grand mean, indicating that they are inclined to 
explain poverty in individualistic terms. A pr/or/ contrast tests were performed in order 
to determine how the groups differ from each other. The results are shown in Table 7.5. 
The blacks differ significantly from all other groups. While the professionals tend to 
explain poverty structurally, their "structuralism’ is so mild that they are distinguishable 
only from the proprietors/farmers, and is clearly outstripped by that of the blacks. The 
proprietors/farmers are the opposite of the blacks. Their propensity to explain poverty 
in individualistic terms puts them apart from all other groups, with the exception of the 
Southern working class. 

Findings with respect to institutional constraint explanation are reported in Tables 
7.6 and 7.7. The blacks are more likely than all other groups, except the students, to 


blame poverty on institutional inadequacies. The groups least likely to explain poverty in 
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Table 7.4 Summary of Analysis of Variance: Structural vs. Individualistic 
Explanation as a Function of Social Structure 


Source of Variation Ss DF MS F 
Between Groups Tib42 25.728 6 "NO Z 3 7S25 Zu. Zor 
Within Groups 9196387.44 968 9500.40 

Total 10350663.22 974 Son 
cee COO 


Table 7.5 Differences Among SOE with Respect to Structural vs. Individualistic 
Explanation 


141.90 Proprietors/Farmers (A) 
180.55 Southern Working Class (B) 


185.69 "Others” (C) * 

192.04 Upper Working Class (D) * 

204.85 Professionals (E) * 

236.79. Students. (E) * = * 

294.78 Blacks (G) | ~ % * % x * 


# Grand Mean = 196.99 


* Denotes pair of groups significantly different at the .01 level 
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Table 7.6 Summary of Analysis of Variance: Institutional Constraint Explanation as 


a Function of Social Structure 


rr i ee ee ee ee ee ee ee ee ee 


DF MS F 
6 £3233.69 14.12% 
895 2 eo.99 
90 1 


a i i ss i i sn a ee es ee ee ee es ee 


Source of Variation bobo 
Between Groups 439402.14 
Within Groups 4642358.50 
Total 5081760.64 
ro <, 00. 


Table 7.7 


Differences Among Groups with Respect to Institutional Constraint 


Explanation 


es rs ne ee se ee ee ee ee ee ee ee ee 


Upper Working Class (A) 
Proprietors/Farmers (B) 
"Others" (C) 

Southern Working Class (D) 
Professionals (E) 

Students (F) 


Blacks (G) 


* * * 
* * 
* * * x * 


# Grand Mean = 163.84 


* Denotes pair of groups significantly different at the .01 level 
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terms of institutional constraints are the upper working class and proprietors/farmers. 
The rejection of the institutional constraint explanation by the upper working class is not 
surprising in view of the fact that this mode of explanation refers to institutional 
obstacles blocking economic upward mobility. Two of the statements making up the 
Institutional Constraint Explanation Scale refer to the seniority system in companies and 
the fact that many poor people cannot get into skilled unions. In most cases, the 
beneficiaries of such practices are the skilled workers who naturally are not inclined to 
regard them as causes of poverty. 

The results obtained from the "broadened criterion” groups are very similar to 
those reported above. While there are minor variations, the major trends exhibited in 
these two sets of analysis are more or less identical. Therefore, Hypothesis 2 is strongly 
supported. From a simplistic Marxist perspective, one would expect that the rich and 
those in upper-socioeconomic statuses would tend to blame poverty on the poor 
themselves, and conversely, the poor and those in low statuese to blame poverty on 
external factors. Studies on ego-defensive attributions in social psychology also would 
lead one to make such predictions. But the present analysis reveals a very different 
picture. In terms of economic well-being, the professionals are better off than or closely 
resemble the proprietors/farmers (see tables 7.2 and 7.3). But the former consistently 
differ from the latter in the way poverty Is causally interpreted. The professionals tend to 
blame poverty on the existing social and economic order, of which, they, like the 
proprietors/farmers, are the beneficiaries. Conversely, while the Southern working class 
whites are almost as much the victims of the socioeconomic system as the blacks, their 
attributions are diametrically opposite to those of the blacks. The former tend to blame 
the poor themselves for their plight, while the latter are much more inclined to attribute 
poverty to structural injustice and unsound institutional arrangements. Therefore, while 
unidimensional structural factors such as income, education, and socioeconomic status 
fail to predict the ways poverty is explained, when structural properties are 


conceptualized in multidimensional terms, individuals who are differentially located in the 


social structure do explain poverty differently. 
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RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN SOCIAL STRUCTURE, IDEOLOGY, AND EXPLANATION 


The argument that ideology mediates between social structure and attribution may 
help explain the seemingly anomalous findings reported in the previous section. Before 
the mediating role of ideology can be ascertained, however, it is necessary to establish 
the relationship between social structure and ideology and the relationship between 
ideology and attribution. The readers will recall that Hypothesis 3 states that while there 
are no relationships between unidimensional structural variables and ideology, the six 
specially defined population groups will differ from one another with respect to 
ideological beliefs. 

The relationship between social structure and ideology was initially tested by 
correlating educational! attainment, family income, and socioeconomic status with belief in 
collectivism, belief in equality, belief in government action, and liberalism—conservatism. 
The correlation coefficients are shown in Table 7.8. The three structural variables 
generally correlate only at very low levels with the four ideology variables. The only 
exception is the correlation between education and belief in equality (0.23). 

Another way to examine the relationship between social structure and ideology is 
to see if various population groups that occupy different positions in the social structure 
differ in their ideological beliefs. Four analysis of variance tests and corresponding a4 
priori contrast tests were done to see if there were significant differences among the 
six groups’ with respect to ideological beliefs. Summary data from the four analysis of 
variance tests are presented in Table 7.9. The mean scores of the groups on each of the 
four ideological measures are shown in Table 7.10. 

When data from the a pr/or/ contrast tests are examined, it shows that, without 
exception, the blacks, students, and professionals are on the “liberal” side of the 
liberal-conservative ideological continuum; and that the proprietors/farmers, Southern 
working class, “others,” and upper working class are on the "conservative" ‘side of the 
continuum. The blacks are most likely to believe in collectivism, equality, government 
action, and to identify with liberalism. They are followed by the students. The 


proprietors/farmers and Southern working class, on the contrary, are most likely to 


A seventh group, the “others,” is included in the analyses to serve aS a Comparison. 
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Table 7.8 Correlations Between Structural Variables and Ideology Variables 
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Table 7.9 Summary of Analysis of Variance: Four Ideology Variables As a 
Function of Social Structure 
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Source of Variation Ss DF MS F 
Belief in 

Collectivism 

Between Groups 10924-39 6 1820.00 13.50% 
Within Groups 12670125 350 134.00 

Total 139022.64 956 
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Between Groups 707 194.60 6 LE7S65.75 24.89% 
Within Groups 413915025 874 4735.87 
Total 4846345.85 880 
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Action 

Between Groups 576062.06 6 oO) S 24.46% 
Within Groups 2629686.94 670 3924.91 

Total | 3205749.00 676 


Liberalism—Conservatism 


Between Groups — 84.29 6 14.05 —9.45x 
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reject collectivism, equality, and government action, and to identify with conservatism. 
The professionals, although tilted to the liberal end, and the upper working class, although 
tilted to the conservative end, tend to be middie-of-the-road groups, sandwiched 
between the blacks and students on the one hand, and the proprietors/farmers and 
Southern working class on the other. Generally speaking, there are no statistically 
significant differences between the proprietors/farmers, Southern working class, upper 
working class, and “others” with respect to the four ideology variables. The blacks tend 
to differ significantly from all other groups, with the exception of the students. In the 
case of belief in government action, the blacks differ significantly from all other groups, 
but there are no significant differences among the other groups. Thus, with the exception 
of belief in government action, Hypothesis 3 is supported, although the ideology 
variables generally fail to’ make marked distinctions among the "right” leaning and 
intermediate groups. 

Findings based on the "broadened criterion’ groups reveal more or less the same 
patterns. In sum, the findings based on the two parallel sets of tests suggest that while 
there are no linear relationships between unidimensional structural factors and ideology, 
when social structure as a complex phenomenon i!s represented by groups that differ 
from one another with respect to a number of structural attributes, its relationship with 
ideology become much more evident. Thus, Hypothesis 3 1s borne out by empirical 
evidence. 

The relationship between ideology and attribution was assessed by correlating the 
four ideology variables with the two explanation variables. The results are displayed in 
Table 7.11. The coefficients are quite high, suggesting that a relationship between 
ideology and attribution does exist. The statistical data generally support Hypothesis 4. It 
is also interesting to note that the relationships between the ideology variables and 
structural vs. individualistic explanation are consistently stronger than those between the 
ideology variables and institutional constraint explanation. A possible reason for this is 
that structural vs. individualistic explanation contrasts macro structural problems with 
personal inadequacies, whereas institutional constraint explanation refers to specific 
institutional flaws that presumably could be remedied. In other words, it would require 


more ideological commitment of the respondents to explain poverty in either structural 
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Table 7.11 Correlations Between Ideology Variables and Explanation Variables! 
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Collectivism Equality Action Conservatism 
Structural vs. Indivi- 
dualistic Explanation 38 45 34 ENS 
Institutional Cons- 
traint Explanation 30 30 ee Ag 


1 : 
All coefficients are significant 
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or individualistic terms than to attribute the problem to specific institutional constraints. 


IDEOLOGY AS MEDIATING FACTOR 


The possible mediating role of ideology between social structure and attribution 
was initially examined, using Rosenberg's (1962) test factor standardization technique. In 
the present analysis, the four ideology variables are used as test factors. The purpose is 
to see if the original relationships between the six identified groups and explanation of 
poverty will be attenuated by standardizing on the test factor(s). Wherever possible, 
standardization was carried out using two or more test factors at the same time, since 
the more test factors are introduced simultaneously, the greater the likelihood that the 
original relationship will diminish. Unfortunately, since some of the groups are fairly small 
in size, when two or more test factors are introduced simultaneously, some partial 
association tables contain columns with no cases. This makes the standardization 
procedure impossible. Therefore, in most instances, only one test factor was used at a 
time. The results of the six tests involving the two explanation variables are reported in 
Table 7.12 to Table 7.17. 

Table 7.12 shows the original relationship between the six groups and structural 
vs. individualistic explanation, and the standardized relationship using belief in equality as 
the test factor. A fairly clear pattern emerges. The three groups that are more structural 
in perspective, namely, the professionals, blacks, and students, tend to become more like 
the sample as a whole when the relationship is standardized. Conversely, the three groups 
that are inclined to understand the etiology of poverty in individualistic terms, namely, the 
proprietors/farmers, upper working class, and Southern working class, become less 
individualistic in their explanations. Whereas the proprietors/farmers are 15.6 percentage 
points more likely than professionals to use individualistic explanations in the original 
relationship, the difference is only 5.6 percentage points in the standardized relationship. 
Similarly, in the original relationship, the blacks are 44.7 percentage points more likely 
than the upper working class to explain poverty in structural terms, the difference is 


reduced to 18.1 percentage points when belief in equality is standardized. This general 
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pattern also holds true in Tables 7.13 and 7.14. For instance, in Table 7.14, when the 
relationship is standardized on both belief in collectivism and belief in government action, 
the proportions of professionals in the three explanation categories become aimost 
identical, as if they were randomly distributed in the three response categories. 

When the relationship between the six groups and institutional constraint 
explanation is examined, a similar pattern is discovered (see Tables 7.15-7.17). Generally 
speaking, when the relationship is standardized on one or two ideology variables, the 
professionals, blacks, and students are less likely to attribute poverty to institutional 
constraints; and the proprietors/farmers, upper working class, and Southern working 
class are more likely to see poverty as a consequence of institutional constraints. There 
is, however, one major exception. When both belief in collectivism and belief in 
government action are standardized, the proportion of professionals who accept the 
institutional constraint explanation increases somewhat, and the proportion of 
professionals who reject this mode of explanation decreases (see Table 7.17). 

In general, the standardization tests show that, with some minor exceptions, when 
the ideology variables are standardized, the original relationships between the six groups 
and the explanation variables are attenuated. In some cases (e.g., with respect to the 
proprietors/farmers, blacks, and students) the attenuation !s quite substantial. The result is 
that the original contrasts between the identified groups become much less noticeable. 
While the effects of the four ideology variables are not identical, the standardization 
tests generally confirm the hypothesis that ideology mediates between social structure 
and explanation. 

The examination of the intervening role of ideology was extended beyond the 
standardization tests. A model which stipulates the mediating role of ideology between 
the six groups and explanation was tested by means of dummy variable path analysis. 
Path analysis not only shows whether such a model is tenable, but also provides 
information on the relative impacts of social structure and ideology as determinants of 
attribution, as well as the direct and indirect effects of the six identified groups on the 
explanation variable. 

The path model incorporating the three sets of variables is shown in Figure 7.1. 


The exogenous variables are the six groups, each of which is coded as a dummy variable. 
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Figure 7.1 Path Model 


14 
R; 
G1: Professionals E: Structural vs. Individualistic 
G2: Proprietors/Farmers Explanation or Institutional 
G3: Upper Working Class Constraint Explanation 
G4: Blacks 
G5: Southern Working Class R: Residual 


G6: Students 

11: Belief in Collectivism 

I2: Belief in Equality 

13: Belief in Government Action 
14: Liberalism—Conservatism 
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The mediating factors are the four ideology variables. The dependent variable is the 

explanation of poverty. Each of the six groups impinges on each of the four ideology 

variables, as well as on explanation. Similarly, each of the four ideology variables 

impinges on explanation. The correlations among the exogenous variables are unanalyzed. 

In an elaborate path model diagram, double-headed curved arrows would have been 

shown to link all possible pairs of identified groups. Likewise, the four ideology variables 

are intercorrelated, but no causal linkages are posited among the ideology variabies. The 

following four path analyses were done: 

I Using the "restricted criterion” groups as exogenous variables and structural vs. 
individualistic explanation as dependent variable; 

2 Using the ‘restricted criterion’ groups as exogenous variables and institutional 
constraint explanation as dependent variable; 

3. Using the "broadened criterion” groups as exogenous variables and structural vs. 
individualistic explanation as dependent variable; and 

4 Using the "broadened criterion” groups as exogenous variables and institutional 
constraint explanation as dependent variable. 

Only the first two test will be discussed in detail. The pertinent data are reported in Table 

7.18 to Table 7.21. The correlation matrices, means, and standard deviations for these 

two tests are displayed in Tables 7.18 and 7.20. Tables 7.19 and 7.21 report the results 

of the two path analyses. 

Generally speaking, the impact of the six groups on he explanation variables and 
the ideology variables are weak, as indicated by the beta coefficients. Only the blacks and 
the students have somewhat stronger effects. A number of the coefficients are not 
statistically significant, but no attempts were made to have insignificant paths dropped 
from each equation and to have the model in reduced form reestimated. It is our belief 
that the model is basically sound and that the problem of statistical insignificance is more 
likely due to the quality of the data Besides, there is no theoretical basis for discarding 
any of the paths. 

More importantly, the path analyses allow us to estimate the direct and indirect 
effects of social structure on attribution. This, in turn, enables us to assess the role of 
ideology as a mediating factor. First of all, the six groups were examined individually 
through path multiplication. Tables 7.22 and 7.23 present data for structural vs. 
individualistic explanation and institutional constraint explanation, respectively. Columns 1, 


2, and 3 display the direct effect, indirect effect, and total effect, respectively, for each 


of the six groups on the explanation variable. The direct effect is the beta coefficient for 
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Table 7.19 Metric and Beta Coefficients for Path Analysis #1 


a a 


Dependent Variables 


Predetermined Government Liberalism/ 
Variables Collectivism Equality Action Conservatism 
Professionals 49 * ~38.38 * 18.92 ** eters: 
Cte) Fi t= 15) (08) (12) 
Proprietors/ eu 26.13 =—18.90 54 
Farmers O03} (.07) (—.06) (.09) 
Upper Working pant i ea 2.43 OF 
Class (05) (.07) (O41) (.02) 
Blacks 1.36 * ~<72. Oe 86.95 * 7 196 
(ow) (27) (37) (3021 
Southern =15 30.05 ** -7.88 46 
Working | 
Class f=} Chay (-.03) (10) 
Students 1.10 * -46.04 * 22.86 -— 99 * 
OL) (see (.06) (-.14) 
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Table 7.21 Metric and Beta Coefficients for Path Analysis #2 
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Dependent Variables 
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Table 7.22 Direct, Indirect, and Total Effects of Six Identified Groups on Structural vs. 
Individual Explanation 


Direct Effect Indirect Effect Total Effect 

(1) (2) CS) 1) eaten (2) 
Professionals bP 08 06 
Proprietors/Farmers a 8 1 -.04 aa Bie 
Upper Working Class O02 Oi 01 
Blacks abl ~tg 30 
Southern Working Class ~.04 sa 818) =O) 
Students 06 unr 0S tg ay 


Table 7.23 Direct, Indirect, and Total Effects of Six Identified Groups on Institutional 
Constraint Explanation 


Direct Effect Indirect Effect Total Effect 

(1) (2) Carian le acter) 
Professionals 2k0 04 | mr 
Proprietors/Farmers cal 8 | 02 all Oba 
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the path linking an exogenous variable with the dependent variable. The indirect effect 
represents the effect of the exogenous variable on the dependent variable via the 
mediating factors. The indirect effect of a particular group on explanation through a 
single ideology variable is obtained by multiplying the beta coefficient for the path linking 
the group with the ideology variable and the beta coefficient for the path linking the 
ideology variable with explanation. Since the effect of each group is mediated through 
four ideology variables, the combined indirect effect of a group on explanation is 
obtained by summing the products of the four sets of path multiplication. The total effect 
is the sum of the direct and indirect effects. 

Data from Tables 7.22 and 7.23 show that the direct and indirect effects for 
most of the groups are weak, with the exceptions of the blacks and students. In some 
cases, the total effect is weak because the direct effect and the indirect effect have 
opposite signs. With respect to structural vs. individualistic explanation, the indirect 
effects are in most cases higher than the direct effects, indicating that much of the 
impact of the groups on explanation is transmitted aie the ideology variables. With 
respect to institutional constraint explanation, the relative strengths of the direct effects 
and the indirect effects are less consistent. In some cases, the indirect effects are 
stronger than the direct effects; in other cases, the direct effects overshadow the 
indirect effects. 

The decomposition of the total effect for each of the six groups reveals how the 
groups differ with respect to their impacts on the explanation variables. As the readers 
will recall, the six groups were identified to represent different social structural 
configurations. Similarly, the ideology variables were identified to represent different 
dimensions of an ideological complex. Thus, it would be useful to examine not only the 
effects of the components but also the aggregate effects of social structure and 
ideology. This requires a reexamination of the multiple regression equations. When 
structural vs. individualistic explanation was regressed on the six groups and the four 
ideology variables, 35.8 percent of the variance in the dependent variable was accounted 
for. When structural vs. individualistic explanation was regressed on the six groups, the 
six dummy variables explained 11.1 percent of the variance in the dependent variable. 


Similarly, the four ideology variables together accounted for 34.3 percent of the 
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variance in the dependent variable. Thus, the unique impact of social structure on 
structural vs. individualistic explanation is 1.5 percent (i.e, 35.8% - 34.3%). In other 
words, of the 11.1 percent of the variance in the dependent variable accounted for by 
social structure, only 1.5 percent is unique; the other 9.6 percent is mediated through 
ideology. Similarly, the unique impact of ideology on structural vs. individualistic 
explanation is 24.7 percent (Le, 35.8% — 11.1%). That is, of the 34.3 percent of the 
variance accounted for by ideology, only 24.7 percent is uniquely contributed by 
ideology; the other 9.6 percent represents the effect of ideology as a function of social 
structure. 

With respect to institutional constraint explanation, 19.9 percent of the variance 
in this variable is explained by both social structure and ideology. Social structure alone 
explains 8.6 percent of the variance, and ideology alone explains 17.2 percent of the 
variance. Thus, the unique impact of social structure on _ institutional constraint 
explanation is 2.7 percent (i.e., 19.9% - 17.2%), and the unique impact of ideology is 11.3 
percent (1.e., 19.9% - 86%). And of the 8.6 percent of the variance in institutional 
constraint explanation accounted for by social structure, 5.9 percent is transmitted 
through ideology. Similarly, of the 17.2 percent of the variance in institutional constraint 
explanation accounted for by ideology, 5.9 percent is a function of social structure. Path 
analyses using the "broadened criterion” groups as exogenous variables were also 
performed. While there are some slight variations, the results of the two sets of tests 
are similar and comparable. 

In general, we can conclude the discussion on this series of path analyses by 
pointing out that while the evidence on the whole supports Hypothesis 5, the empirical 
support is somewhat weakened by the fact that ideology is not well predicted by social 
structure. As expected, ideology on the whole has proven to be a powerful predictor of 
explanation, although certain ideological dimensions have been shown to have more 
predictive power than others. Also, as expected, the effects of social structure on 
explanation is mainly mediated through ideology. The effect of social structure on 
attribution which is not transmitted through ideology is minimal. Thus, the hypothesis that 
ideology intervenes between social structure and explanation is borne out by empirical 


evidence. However, the relationship between social structure and ideology is generally 


MS wupsuie ips FB Team sepirn. 2 aiid sera 
eto ESE + PRE ve. eed Sr ae PaHNRIGKe 
vi yet betmvosss aldaiey Insinaee> ent wt caasitey srt To waite 
imown befaben i thas tse SE. dille ae opie oe Ineo hyn: 
yitvlleabivien® ay’ lerutauria. re ygeiter: fo feagrn. aupiey att ithe 
er 7G MANAG SRE sort. Fo) \Bs iactTt, sl ft ~ ase 2 tno 


ReTUACrINGS Kaupitns Zi raaiad e.g ving vgetoets Wa ee 
reir ieate 2& WOtAO3b) ten de? ont ZONeRAIgeT va @; 


epmay sit lo mectsa GLI Agiisrgia+o rcmsimros fenclhliagi 5 of Romar ah 3 
ile Stautoutiz lSeod Yoohagte bre gusset) *igos Atod yd bonmiqnath cl 

eq Cul siislaxe enolé yoolcse ore spagitev BA Toles 
ssnes fehotvriem 0 - SUES sino? . & il supims set eutt 
y 3 VocClosOi to Tdsort abner bag ‘ao oe — & nat si neateg TS 
anlowiitert Wi sonkiisyaty 76 Gheswec 322 sf te Ok 1488) | 2R8h “ 
ANE s Ineciss Le swusuve ieaoe owt eiruoeas a 
Y @QAphey ert lo Ineajeg-iet! adr to: ybses 
ORDO. & ci heawq Bg (QPioekn yo 30? besneO: 


25 ide: SY UGASRONB 25 sade ee sora galego oe heat 

2132. OWE Sic OS Pea Sir 2 V Style Giiceigns evertr gH 
reer: : 

=e * ae) aauioneas ade aurea 
signe 2 2 azahibayl ahéace clot! Sat nig eomesiver ss prciesinipris: 
BDO VG Rei woes lawy 10nd Veclorm ‘atiiget a4 yd beneew Ieee 
ite yersibsg | utheweqig ac 6} rayne cer Glonw sritne yp crea pareaxs 5A sn 
Sem Svellor hare Mess SBA a ocean igpiobegts mens Agoorisie in a, 
ro: swityeee iefabe to tnstie ed? siceg<s 2a oetk spitglinagh: wog © 
fo swipe ista02 TO tsntte aft -yootoeb! 4gyowt omteatiirt yirian etn 
pert siasittogvid Ord Suet Again & yeoiosb: rover Balinese 
labigna. Vd Iie eee sh) ooaMeigne bos suerte miged: | 
WIBIENSD 2 pores srg Wests Boo neewled quieroinaters ae” 


ae | | _ 


id cacy lanes tied to. sansa ar 


‘) 
‘ 
q 


t#S 


weak. When social structure is represented by six specially identified groups that have 
very different structural attributes, only the blacks and, to a certain extent, the students 
have large beta coefficients. The effects of the other groups are negligible. In other 
words, the question as to what are the determinants of ideology remains largely 
unanswered by the present analysis. 

Some may argue that the weak linkage between social structure and ideology is 
due to the fact that social structure is conceptualized in the present analysis in a rather 
unusual manner or to the fact that interactions between social structure and ideology 
have not been taken into consideration. To counter such objections, we carried out 
further analyses. First of all, the path analyses were redone using, instead of the six 
dummy variables, four structural variables as exogenous variables.) These were 
educational attainment, family income, socioeconomic status, and race (coded as a dummy 
variable). The results of the analyses are very similar to the results reported earlier. The 
coefficients of multiple determination are actually slighhtly smaller than those obtained by 
using the six dummy variables. This suggests that the way social structure is 
conceptualized makes very little difference to the outcomes of the analyses. Secondly, 
multiple regressions were done, incorporating all possible interaction terms between the 
six groups and the four ideology variables. The multiple regression equation contains 10 
main effects (i.e. 6 groups + 4 ideology variables) and 24 interaction effects (ie, 6 
groups X 4 ideology variables). The coefficients of multiple determination are only 
fractionally higher than those obtained by using the dummy variables. Only a couple of the 
interaction terms actually achieve statistical significance. In other words, the interaction 
terms add very little to the analysis. Because these tests reveal no major differences, 
their results are not reported in detail in order to conserve space. It is therefore 
concluded that the weak linkages between social structure and ideology are not due to 
the way social structure has been conceptualized or the nature of the path model that has 
been adopted Other explanations will have to be found, and some possible explanations 


will be discussed in the final chapter. 
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LOCUS OF CONTROL AS COMPETING INTERVENING FACTOR 


The three dimensions of locus of control ("internal vs. external control,” “control 
over destiny,” and "belief in fate”) were correlated with the two explanation variables. The 
results are presented in Table 7.24. The. relationships between the three 
locus~of-control variables and the two explanation variables were generally not strong. 

The hypothesis regarding the role of locus of control as an intervening variable 
between social structure and attribution was tested by means of Rosenberg’s (1962) 
standardization technique. Tables 7.25 and 7.26 present the results of the two tests 
involving internal vs. external control. The data show that when internal vs. external 
control is standardized, there ts hardly any change in the original relationships between 
the six identified groups on the one hand and structural vs. individualistic explanation and 
institutional constraint explanation on the other. The only noticeable effect of internal vs. 
external control as a mediating variable is with respect to the proprietor/farmer group 
and institutional constraint explanation. When the test factor was standardized, the 
proportions of proprietors/farmers in the "high" and “medium” response categories 
decline somewhat, and the proportion in the “low” category increases. Generally speaking, 
it is quite obvious that standardizing on internal vs. external control does not affect the 
relationships between social structure as represented by the six groups and the two 
explanation variables. | 

The effects of contro! over destiny are shown in Tables 7.27 and 7.28. This 
dimension of locus of control has somewhat stronger effects in modifying the original 
relationships between the six groups and explanations. When the relationship between 
the six groups and structural vs. individualistic explanation is standardized on control over 
destiny, the proportions of students in the “structural” and "“structural/individualistic” 
categories decline and the proportion of students in the “individualistic” category 
increases. Conversely, the proportions of proprietors/farmers in the “individualistic” and 
"structural/individualistic’ categories increase after standardization. The effects of 
control over destiny on the relationships between the six groups and _ institutional 
constraint explanation are displayed in Table 7.28. While the original relationships are 


affected to some extent, the changes are relatively minor. 
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Table 7.24 Correlation Between Locus of Control Variables and Explanation Variables? 
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Structural vs. Institutional 

Individualistic Constraint 

Explanation Explanation 
Internal vs. External Control 16 .08 
Belief in Destiny .20 7 8 
Belief in Fate 18 13 


1 , 
All coefficients are significant at .01 level 
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The effects of belief in fate as a mediating variable are shown in Tables 7.29 and 
7.30. With respect to structural vs. individualistic explanation (see Table 7.29), the 
attenuating effect of belief in fate is fairly low. With respect to institutional constraint 
explanation (see Table 7.30), the intervening effect of belief in fate produces some fairly 
substantial changes in some of the cells, particularly in the cases of professionals and 
proprietors/farmers. However, the changes do not appear to be in the direction of 
attenuating the original relationship. There are no apparent patterns in the effects of the 
standardization. 

All in all, with the possible exception of control over destiny as an intervening 
variable between the six groups on the one hand and structural vs. individualistic 
explanation on the other, the three locus—of-control variables generally fail to materialize 
as mediating factors between social structure and explanation. As has been pointed out, 
rival hypotheses can be generated to explain why the six identified groups differ in the 
way they understand the origins of economic dependency. One hypothesis is that the six 
groups explain poverty differently because they have different ideological beliefs. The 
other hypothesis is that the six groups differ in their explanations because of personality 
dissimilarities with respect to locus of control. Comparing the results presented in this 
section with those reported in Tables 7.4 — 7.7, it is quite obvious that the data tends to 
support the argument that ideology, not the personality factor of locus of control, is the 
mediating mechanism between social structure and explanation. Thus, Hypothesis 6 is 


generally borne out by the empirical evidence. 


SUMMARY 


With a few exceptions, the empirical findings are supportive of the six 
hypotheses. As predicted, the way poverty is causally understood is largely a function of 
social structure and ideology. But the relationship btween social structure and explanation 
depends on how the former is conceptualized. Whereas unidimensional structural 
variables, such as family income and socioeconomic status, fail to predict how poverty is 


explained, when social structure is conceptualized in multidimensional terms, as 
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represented by population groups with dissimilar structural attributes, its effects on 
explanation become apparent. Evidence also suggests that the relationship between social 
structure and explanation is to a large extent mediated by the attributor’s ideological 
beliefs. When ideological beliefs are held constant, the original relationships between 
structural and explanation variables are considerably attenuated. The argument that 
ideology mediates between social structure and explanation receives added support 
when it is shown that the original relationships remain largely intact when competing 
intervening variables, various measures of locus of control, are standardized. Two dummy 
variable path analyses provide further evidence to support the hypothesis. It is shown 
that although both structural factors and ideology impinge on explanation, much of the 
structural impact on explanation is mediated by ideology. However, it should be noted 
that the path analyses generally fail to substantiate the postulated relationship between 


social structure and ideology. 
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Vill. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 


This final chapter of the thesis begins with a summary of the theoretical issues and 
empirical findings. Thereafter the limitations of the study and its theoretical contributions 
will be discussed. Lastly, some suggestions will be made regarding future research 


directions in this area of investigation. 


RECAPITULATION 


The theoretical point of departure of this study was the belief that conventional 
social psychological research on causal attribution had been too restrictive in 
perspective. Attribution research was criticized for its focus on a very narrow range of 
attribution behaviors even though there was considerable evidence that a variety of 
attributional rules and procedures might be required to explain behaviors in different 
realms of human activity. It was further argued that because the range of attribution 
behaviors considered by social psychologists was limited, the dominant psychological 
model that had been proposed to describe such behaviors — a logical information 
processing model — was also a limited one. 

The present study has aimed at broadening the scope and perspective of 
attribution research. Instead of examining how subjects in an experimental setting explain 
an event or a behavior, it investigated how individuals make attributions with respect to 
generalized social phenomena. As well, an alternative theoretical model was proposed, 
which sees attribution behaviors as a function of a pr/or/ theories that help the utilization 
of information and provide intersubjectively meaningful interpretations of social reality. 
According to this theory-dependent model of explanation, attributions are not isolated 
mental products, unrelated to other cognitive elements. Instead, they are seen as a subset 
of a larger constellation of beliefs, values, preconceptions, and knowledge, and as an 


integral component of a person's overall orientation. 
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It was argued that this line of thinking could be pursued one step further by 
relating a priori theories to their structural or existential bases. It was suggested that the 
relationships between social structure, @ priori theory, and attribution could be 
empirically examined in two ways. Firstly, it can be analyzed from a historical perspective. 
As a society evolves, with its social structure undergoing transformation, individuals’ 
beliefs and values, which constitute potential a pr/or/ theories, are likely to alter as well. 
This, in turn, will induce changes in the way explanations are made. Thus, attributions are 
modified as social structure undergoes transformation. Secondly, the relationships can 
also be examined by studying how social collectivities that occupy different locations in 
the social structure differ in their @ pr/or/ theories and attributions. It was argued that in 
a complex, pluralistic society, different social groups tended to espouse dissimilar values 
and beliefs and were therefore inclined to explain social phenomena differently in 
accordance with their divergent interpretations of the world. This way of understanding 
how individuals causally interpret social phenomena brings us one step closer to the 
study of attribution behaviors from the perspective of the sociology of knowledge. 

Accordingly, the empirical analysis consisted of two parts: a longitudinal analysis 
and a cross-sectional analysis. The former attempted to trace how explanations of 
poverty evolved over time and how this evolution was related to structural 
transformations and changing ideological perspectives. The latter was an analysis of the 
relationships between structural factors, ideology, and explanations of poverty, using 
contemporary American survey data. | 

The historical or longitudinal analysis began with an examination of attitudes 
toward poverty together with their structural and ideological backdrop in the Middle 
Ages and in England from the fifteenth to the mid-eighteenth century. Then the analysis 
shifted its focus from the English to the American scene. The Middle Ages were 
characterized by a feudal society with the Church and the manorial system as the 
dominant social institutions. The Church's teaching was the main source of legitimation 
and religion provided the basis for making all aspects of the social world meaningful. The 
explanation of poverty in this period was mostly religious in nature. Wealth and poverty 
were seen as part of God's overall plan for mankind. Just as the feudal system was based 


on mutual obligations among the social classes, the medieval Church counselled mutual 
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dependence between the rich and poor. Generally speaking, poverty was not considered 
a sin or a consequence of personal moral degradation. 

The early modern period (from the fifteenth to the mid-eighteenth century) both 
in England and in the American colonies can be seen as a transitional period. The 
disintegration of the medieval world ushered in major social, political, and economic 
changes which, in turn, generated significant alterations in ideological thinking. Because 
society was in a state of flux, with new economic structures and social classes emerging, 
the current ideologies tended to reflect this instability and uncertainty. Vying for 
predominance were different belief systems and ideologies: remnants of medieval 
beliefs, mercantilist social values, Calvinist Protestantism, and the nascent liberal thinking 
of the emerging capitalist class. This ideological struggle was reflected in the ways 
poverty was causally understood. Providential, structural, and individualistic explanations 
were equally common, with the first two types of explanation being more prevalent 
during the earlier part of this period, and individualistic explanations gaining wider 
acceptance toward the end of the era. 

Compared to other periods in American history, the years between the American 
Independence and the Civil War most closely resembled the ideal society depicted in 
classical economics. On the one hand, the American economy was fast growing, 
opportunities abounded, and mercantilism was retreating. On the other hand, the 
concentration of wealth and industrial power had not reached the level experienced 
during the post-bellum era. Not surprisingly, laissez faire became the dominant ideology, 
emphasizing individualism, free enterprise, the sanctity of wealth, and government 
nonintervention. Conforming to this ideological outlook, Americans tended to blame 
poverty on the poor themselves. Poverty was mostly attributed to negative personal 
characteristics and moral depravities. 

From the post-bellum era until the 1920's was a time of unprecedented 
economic and industrial growth in the United States. It was during this period that 
America became a mature and complex industrial society. The development of industrial 
monopoly, commercial! conglomeration, class polarization, and the lessening of social 
mobility became evident. While classical liberalism remained the regnant ideology, counter 


ideologies were emerging in the form of the social gospel, the historical school of 
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political economy, populism, and Progressivism. While explanations pertaining to personal 
defects were still in vogue, particularly in the first few decades after the Civil War, a 
trend toward attributing poverty to social structural inadequacies was very much 
observable. 

The Great Depression brought major dislocations to American society. Many were 
awakened for the first time to the facts that there were major structural defects in the 
American socioeconomic system and that individuals were virtually powerless in the face 
of a national economic collapse. Also for the first time, the American mass public turned 
to an ideology that just a generation ago had been endorsed only by reformers, 
settlement workers, Progressives, and some disgruntled farmers and workers. This 
ideology endorsed collectivism, a general-welfare state, government intervention, and 
social planning. Although such ideological beliefs were not the instant product of the 
Depression, the economic catastrophy did precipitate a general acceptance of such ideas 
and ushered in the reforms of the New Deal and Fair Deal. The dominant mode of 
explanation during this period was structural in nature. Instead of blaming the poor for. 
their plight, people mostly attributed poverty to social and economic factors that were 
beyond the control of individuals. 

Notwithstanding the methodological problems associated with historical research 
of this kind, the analysis has provided considerable support for the argument that 
attribution is not an invariant phenomenon. When historical developments are examined 
over a long period of time, distinctive patterns of explanations with respect to poverty 
emerge. Although it is impossible to firmly establish causal relationships by means of 
such a historical analysis, we were able to show that major shifts in the way poverty was 
causally understood were associated with important structural transformations in society 
and attendant ideological changes. 

The historical analysis ended with the New Deal era. The contemporary American 
scene was then examined from a different perspective. It was argued that if relationships 
between social structure, a pr/or/ theory, and attribution held true in a longitudinal 
analysis, it should also hold true in a cross—sectional analysis of contemporary American 
society. Applying factor analysis and Napior's scaling technique to the 1972 American 


National Election Study data, we were able to construct four ideology and two 
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explanation scales. The four ideology dimensions are belief in equality, belief in 
collectivism, belief in government action, and liberalism-—conservatism. The historical 
analysis in Chapters Ill and IV and the work of George and Wilding (1976) have shown 
that these ideological dimensions are generally effective in accounting for the changes in 
the way people in various historical periods explained poverty and in differentiating 
major ideological camps in contemporary Western world. The two explanation variables 
are structural vs. individualistic explanation and institutional constraint explanation. The 
former sees poverty as arising from either macro-structural inadequacies or individual 
weaknesses. The latter explains poverty in terms of specific institutional arrangements 
that tend to work against the poor. 

The data analysis showed that when social structure was understood in 
unidimensional terms, such as income, socioeconomic status, and education, the structural 
effects on both ideology and explanation were minimal. However, when social structure 
was conceptualized in multidimensional terms, its effects became much more evident. 
The contemporary American social structure was represented by six identified groups 
(professionals, proprietors and farmers, upper working class, blacks, Southern working 
class, and college students) that were differentially located in the social structure. 
Previous research suggested that these six groups differed in their ideological outlooks; 
and on the basis of our theoretical arguments, it was hypothesized that the six groups 
should also differ in the way they explained poverty. These hypotheses were tested using 
analysis of variance, and they were generally borne out by the data. 

Generally speaking, the blacks were most likely to endorse collectivism, equality, 
government intervention, and liberalism. The college students and professionals shared a 
similar ideological perspective, although they were less “extreme” in their beliefs. 
Conversely, the proprietors/farmers and Southern working class were very much 
opposed to collectivism, equality, government intervention, and liberalism. Upper working 
class members were generally in a middie—of—the-road position, although they tended to 
resemble the proprietors/farmers and Southern working class in ideological beliefs. With 
respect to causal attribution, the blacks, college students, and professionals were more 
likely to use structural explanation and to blame poverty on institutional constraints. Again, 


the blacks tended to have the most structural” perspective. On the other hand, the 
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‘ proprietors/farmers, Southern working class, and upper working class tended to use 
individualistic explanation and are less likely to blame poverty on institutional constraints. 
These findings lend strong support to the argument that social structure, ideology, and 
explanations of poverty are closely interrelated, and that attributions in general must be 
understood in their structural and ideological contexts. 

The second major task was to test the hypothesis that a pr/or/ theory intervenes 
between social structure and attribution. This hypothesis was initially tested by means of 
the test factor standardization technique. The findings were generally supportive of the 
hypothesis. When the ideology variables were standardized or held constant, the original 
relationships between social structure as represented by the six groups and poverty 
explanations were attenutated, and in some cases considerably. These results were 
contrasted with those obtained from a separate set of tests which used various 
measures of internal-external locus of control as personality intervening variables. When 
locus of control was held constant, the original relationships remained largely unchanged. 
The results further strengthen the contention that ideology is an important mediating 
factor. 

A further test was performed, using dummy variable path analysis as the analytical 
tool. The independent variable was social structure which was represented by six 
identified social groups, each of which was coded as a dummy variable. The intervening 
variables were the four ideology dimensions. The dependent variable was either structural 
vs. individualistic explanation or institutional constraint explanation. The results showed 
that both social structure and ideology impinged on explanation. However, the effect of 
ideology was considerably stronger than that of social structure, and whatever the effect 
social structure had on explanation, it was largely mediated through ideology. While the 
hypothesis regarding the mediating role of ideology was confirmed, the results showed 
that the postulated relationship between social structure and ideology was weak. 

A parallel set of tests was also performed, using identified social groups that 
were constituted on broadened criteria) These “broadened criterion” groups contained 
more subjects in most cases. They were formed according to criteria that were generally 
less stringent than those used in allocating sample members to the previous six identified 


groups. The results obtained from this set of tests were not reported in Chapter VII in 
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order to economize on space, but they were very similar to those obtained from the set 
of tests based on the restricted criterion” groups. This gives greater confidence in the 


soundness of the hypotheses. 


CONTRIBUTIONS AND LIMITATIONS 


The achievements of the present study, we believe, are twofold. It contributes to 
social psychology and to the sociology of knowledge. Regarding the former, the present 
investigation has provided considerable empirical support for the theory-dependent 
model of explanation. It has successfully demonstrated that in order to understand how 
explanations are made, It is important to examine the role of a pr/or/ theory. Meaningful 
explanations of non-trivial social phenomena are rarely made in an ideational vacuum. 
They are necessarily related to or derived from one’s knowledge, beliefs, values, and 
world-views. A pr/or/ theories help the selection and processing of information, furnish 
intersubjectively meaningful interpretations of everyday reality, and, in certain instances, 
provide stock explanations for events and behaviors. It is, therefore, unproductive in 
most instances to try to understand why individuals make causal attributions the way they 
do without examining their @ pr/or/ theories, in which most meaningful attributions are 
embedded. 

Some may argue that we have chosen our substantive content of analysis to fit 
the theoretical formulation. They probably are right. It is possible that a pr/or/ theory is 
more important for the explanation of generalized social phenomena. Since the 
phenomenon to be explained does not refer to a discrete instance or a concrete event 
but is generalized and abstracted, there is no specific covariation information or "real 
world’ referents, against which inferences could be checked. The raw data for one’s 
attributional inferences are largely one’s prior knowledge about the phenomenon — direct 
or vicarious experiences. Thus, a pr/or/ theories tend to play a more important role in 
shaping the attribution than in the case of a typical experimental study. It probably affects 
the recall of information, categorization of data, and the inferences made. However, as it 


has been shown in Chapter Il, a pr/or/ theory is equally important in many other 
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attributional tasks, although its effects are seldom explicitly acknowledged. Nisbett and 
Ross (1980) have likewise summarized a large number of studies which show that 
perception of covariation, prediction, and explanation of one’s own emotional state are 
largely a function of preexisting theories or knowledge structure. Furthermore, the 
important role played by a prior] theory is not restricted to attribution and inference 
behaviors. Some psychologists such as Neisser (1976) have maintained that cognitive 
activities in general depend upon preexisting structures or "schemata” which accept 
information and direct exploratory activities that make more information available. Thus, 
the present study is not an isolated case. 

Even if the theory-dependent model of explanation were only valid for the 
explanation of generalized social phenomena, the present study would have made a 
valuable contribution by showing that different types of attribution behavior require 
different attributional strategies and procedures. While a logical information processing 
model may be appropriate for most attribution behaviors that take place in a laboratory 
setting, it has become increasingly clear that the information processing pAcdel is, at best, 
a limited one. The analyses presented in previous chapters provide added evidence that 
an adequate understanding of attribution behaviors requires a more comprehensive 
theoretical framework. The present study, however, goes beyond advocating a broader 
theoretical stance. It has argued the need to examine different types of attribution 
behavior and to adopt a variety of analytical approaches. Instead of using conventional 
experimental techniques and data generated in a laboratory, this study examined historical 
data on the changing perspectives on poverty and their social and ideological correlates. 
It also employed survey data to shed light on the relationships between causal attribution, 
ideology, and the existential base. In short, the present endeavor has demonstrated not 
only the necessity but also the feasibility of broadening the theoretical and 
methodological horizon of attribution research. 

The second contribution of this research is the added evidence it has marshalled 
to show that ideas can only be adequately understood in their proper social contexts. The 
perspective of the sociology of knowledge was initially adopted to guide the exploration 
of the determinants of causal attributions. The empirical analysis subsequently showed 


that causal attribution was not an invariant phenomenon over time and across social 
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collectivities and that explanations of poverty had both structural and ideological 
determinants. The sociology of knowledge, according to Stark (1977), 
..does not involve any specious metaphysical assumptions concerning the 
relationship of substructure and superstructure, thought and being — least of 
all assumptions of a deterministic kind in the strict or technical sense of the 
word. All it takes for granted is that in man thought and being — individual 
thought and social being -— form an indissoluble unity... The task of the 
sociology of knowledge is merely to explore - and explore by way of 
realistic research, by the accummulation of analytical case—-histories as it were 
- how close the connection between social substructure and mental 
superstructure in fact is, and consequently how great is the contribution 
which the sociological study of mental phenomena can make to the 
understanding of culture and its development (pp. 142-143). 
If Stark's understanding of the nature of the sociology of knowledge is tenable, the 
present study can be seen as another ‘analytical case-history" that has demonstrated the 
close affinity between man's mental processes and his social existence. 

While it was not an initial intention of this study to argue for a theoretical linkage 
between social psychology and the sociology of knowledge, the study does demonstrate 
the fact that at least with respect to the understanding of attribution behavior, the 
perspective of social psychology and the perspective of the sociology of knowledge are 
compatible and complementary. The social psychological analysis of attribution behavior 
tends to focus on the intra-psychic processes and the effects of the immediate 
environment. Even if a researcher pays special attention to the role played by @ prior/ 
theory, he still begs the question as to where the @ pr/ori theory originates. A 
sociology-of-knowledge analysis can extend the investigation one step further by 
revealing the macro-structural influences on both @ pr/or/ theories and the way 
explanations are made. However, a study of attribution behavior which is based entirely 
on the sociology of knowledge is equally inadequate because it fails to specify how 
structural forces affect the way individuals explain social phenomena. Otherwise put, a 
sociological investigation is incomplete unless it is supplemented by a psychological 
analysis. More on this aspect will be discussed later on. 

The limitations of this study stem mainly from the nature of the empirical data 
used. The longitudinal analysis is based mainly on secondary source material. Critics could 
argue that since the analysis was not based on primary sources, the sampling of opinions 


regarding poverty could have been biased in favor of the proposed hypotheses. Although 


steps were taken to guard against possible biases, it is conceded that a more desirable 
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approach would have been to apply content analysis to primary source material. This 
would have revealed the number of causai statements made in each period and the causal 
nature of these statements. The results could then be related to the ideological 
perspectives of the authors. But since the period under review covers more than a 
thousand years, this would have been a monumental task, entailing doing content analysis 
on hundreds, if not thousands, of books, documents, religious tracts, sermons, articles, 
letters, etc. While this is an ideal approach, it is clearly beyond the ability of a single 
researcher to undertake. These methodological problems notwithstanding, the 
differences in the patterns of explanations of poverty in different historical periods are 
so striking that they are unlikely to be accounted for, we believe, by unrepresentative 
historical data. 

The cross-sectional analysis also contains problems pertaining to the survey data. 
As has been pointed out, the examination of the contemporary American scene was 
based on a secondary analysis of the data of the 1972 American National Election Study. 
Many of the research decisions we made were, in a sense, forced upon us because of 
the limitations inherent in using secondary data sources. For instance, we were able to 
identify only four. ideological belief dimensions. Had there been more ideology items in 
the questionnaire, more ideological belief dimensions could have been created. Similarly, 
the questionnaire contains a very restricted range of explanation statements and the 
wordings of some of the causal statements are problematic. As a result, only two types 
of explanation were identified by means of factor analysis. Previous studies have shown 
that the range of lay explanations with respect to poverty is much broader. It would have 
been ideal to include fatalistic explanation, individualistic explanation not involving moral 
stigma (e.g., physical disability, genetic inheritance), and explanations based on the culture 
of poverty theory, in addition to the two types of explanations identified. Inspite of these 
shortcomings, the hypotheses were generally borne out by the empirical analysis. The 
verification of the hypotheses despite data drawbacks may be seen as giving added 
strength to the support for the theoretical formulation. 

As pointed out earlier, the study's theoretical formulation is grounded on research 
findings of social psychology and the premises of the -sociology of knowledge. 


Attributions are seen as informed by the attributors’ ideological perspectives that, in turn, 
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are shaped by the attributors’ locations in the social structure. While the statistical tests 
show a strong relationship between ideology and explanation, the results of the path 
analyses show that the relationship between social structure and ideology is much more 
tenuous. However, it should be noted that there are indications of non-linearity in the 
relationships which could not have been detected by the path analysis. Moreover, other 
data analyses not reported in this study indicate that the four ideology dimensions 
combine differently for different social groups. This may also be taken to indicate 
structural differences in the formation of ideology. Such additional information suggests 
that structural factors may have more effects than the linear path model indicates. This is 
an area other researchers may wish to look into more closely. 

It is also possible that the problem of weak structural effects is due to the nature 
of ideological beliefs in contemporary America At the outset of the data analysis, we 
assumed the existence of significant ideological differences among various social 
groupings. A number of writers, however, have commented on the ideological 
homogeneity of American society. For example, Louis Hartz (1955), in his famous study, 
The Liberal Tradition in America, has maintained that America is essentially a Lockean 
society. Alternative modes of thought either are incorporated into the Lockean 
perspective or are isolated on the fringe of American political thinking. Therefore, 
American liberalism and conservatism are simply different strains within an overarching 
Lockean liberal tradition. Dolbeare et al. (1973) have come to a similar conclusion: "Thus, 
ideological conflict in the United States takes place within a relatively narrow band of the 
possible (or, to the rest of the world, real) spectrum of political alternatives. Our 
arguments are between the slightly left version of capitalism—liberalism and the slight 
right version of capitalism—liberalism’ (p. 277). Because of this ideological homogeneity, 
‘the proportion of the population entertaining more extreme ideological beliefs, both left 
and right, is very small, and it is unlikely that a representative national sample like the one 
we used will contain many respondents with "deviant" ideological views. Because of this, 
even though special social groupings were identified on the assumption that they would 
show significant ideological differences, the relationship between social structure as 


represented by the social groupings and ideology turned out to be much weaker than had 


been expected. 
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FUTURE RESEARCH DIRECTIONS 


Although it is a cliche to recommend that further research be done, in view of the 
fact that to date few attribution studies have been able to transcend the conventional 
social psychological perspective, more research is indeed needed. At least four areas of 
research are suggested. 

First, the approach that relates explanation to ideology and social structure can be 
applied to other substantive content areas, such as crime, racial inequality, sex inequality, 
and mental disorder. As a matter of fact, studies similar in nature have been done in the 
area of crime (see Connor, 1972; Mcintyre, 1967; Miller, 1973; and Radzinowicz, 1966). 
If studies on other substantive issues report comparable findings, this would lend 
additional support to the theoretical arguments advanced in this study. 

Second, although we have emphasized the utility of an analytical perspective that 
is based on the premises of the sociology of knowledge, and although we have criticized 
the information processing model for being too restrictive in nature, the two approaches 
are in fact complementary. While studies like the present one can reveal the relationship 
between a priori theory and attribution, the psychological processes whereby 
attributions are derived from 2 pr/or/ theory are yet to be determined. An information 
processing model may prove to be useful in analyzing the nature of such processes. It 
could reveal the role of @ pr/or/ theory in the processes of information encoding and 
organization, retrieval, integration, and response selection (Wyer, 1981). As well, 
psychological and sociological approaches can and should be integrated. By emphasizing 
the relationships between attribution and its structural and ideological determinants, we 
were trying to test the viability of an alternative theoretical perspective and to focus on 
an aspect of attribution research which has generally been ignored by social 
psychologists. In reality, however, attribution is likely to be a function of structural, 
ideological, cognitive, linguistic, and personality factors. 

Third, we assumed in this study that sociopolitical ideologies constitute @ pr/or/ 
theories, and on the basis of this assumption we tested the hypotheses. While most 
people have ideological beliefs, it is not clear if all ideological beliefs constitute the basis 


for making attributions. As well, it was pointed out that other beliefs, values, orientations, 
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and world-views could also constitute a pr/or/ theories. It is important, therefore, to 
investigate, in more general terms, what constitutes @ pr/or/ theory and which kind of a 
prior’ theory informs which kind of causal inference. The present study has explored a 
tiny corner of a potentially vast territory. 

Fourth, we have identified the limitations of the present study, many of which are 
due to the quality of the survey data we used. It is suggested that replication studies be 
done, using other sources of data or using data that are specially designed and collected. 
In specially designed surveys, additional information could be obtained not only on the 
perceived causes of poverty but also on the definitions of poverty, the meaning of 
poverty to the subjects, and their suggested solutions. Such additional information would 
provide greater depth to the analysis. This hopefully will overcome some of the 
difficulties that we have encountered and enable researchers to pursue more in-depth 
analysis. In addition, since most of the historical evidence presented in Chapters Ill and IV 
is from the English speaking world, the conclusion may not be applicable to other 
societies. In order to strengthen the theoretical arguments, similar hypothese will have to 
be substantiated by studies on other cultures and societies. Thus, the present study may 
be seen as an exploratory effort, serving to break new research ground and to indicate 


to prospective investigators the potentials and possible problems in this area of research. 
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